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ABSTRACT 

System totals from the needs assessment study 
conducted for planning purposes by the Saginaw, Michigan, Public 
Schools in the spring of 1985 are summarized. The data are based on 
2,100 questionnaire responses from parents, community members, 
students, administrc^tors, and teachers. Results of the 
School-Community Survey and the Priority Needs Index (PNI) data are 
ranked, indicating the nineteen key functions or goals that people 
feel should be addressed. Data are presented for the elementary, 
secondary ; and system levels. The following school functions emerge 
as the highest areas of need: personnel; labor relations; staff 
development; personal development of the student; teacher values and 
expectations; comunications and public relations; auxiliary services 
and support staff; and school board. Greatest concern centers around 
ways to change labor relations, personnel, and staff development 
policies to maintain productive and well-trained school employees. 
All respondents are concerned with improvement of communication at 
all levels. (Extensive appendices include ranking data from each 
group of respondents, as well as responses to the 121 items in the 
School Community Survey.) (GDC) 
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INTRODUCTION 

In Saginaw comprehensive needs assessments are conducted every chree or 
four years £or planning purposes. The Use scudy was conducced during che 
1980-81 school year. This scudy was conducced during March and April of che 
1984-85 school year. 

The scudy produces cwo basically different kinds of inforraacion: Prioricy 
Need Index (PNI) daca which Indicace che key funccions (or goals) people per- 
ceive should be addressed and accicude (or opinion) daca regarding currenc 
issues affeccing educacion. For chis reason che findings are published in two 
pares - Pare I which deals wich che PNI daca and Fare II which deals wich per- 
cepcions of currenc issues. Boch Pares I and II are summarized ac chree 
differenc levels by producing an Elemencary Level Rep:)rc, Secondary Level 
Reporc, and Syscem Level Reporc. 

Informacion was gachered from parencs, communicy members, scudencs, 
adminiscracors and ceachers. Two chousand one hundred quescionnaires were 
analyzed in chis scudy (see Appendix A for a breakdown of recurns by respondenc 
group and a scudy of possible response bias for non-respondencs) . The confi- 
dence level and error colerances for che parenc and communicy member sub-samples 
were decermined. Inferences co chese populacions can be made wich 95% confi- 
dence for boch groups wich error colerances of + 4.3% for parencs and +8.2% 
for communicy members. 
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Whac Is i Heeds Assessment? 

A needs assessment is a logical problem solving cool. Ic is usually che 
firsc seep and a vical componenc of comprehensive program planning. A needs 
assessmenc is noc a program change by icself , buc ic is a mechod for helping 
CO decermine if change is necessary or desired. Ic provides informacion which 
assises in seccing prioricies for fucure developmenc and provides a basis for 
allocacing scarce resources. 

•A needs assessmenc is a scruccured process for idencifying and documen- 
cing che difference bccween "whac is" and "whac should be." The needs assess- 
menc process decermines: (1) che differences which exisc becween a desired 
scace of affai rs wich respect co imporcanc goals and funccions and che presenc 
or accual scaCe of condicions and (2) a list of prioricized needs from chese 
idencified differences. 

In addicion co prioricizing needs in cerms o£ che ongoing functions and 
goals of a discricc, a needs assessmenc should provide a sense of direccion 
rei^arding new or emergint; needs and, issues . 

A needs assessmenc is a syscemacic process which ssks chree relaeivcly 

simple quescions: 

1. Where are we? 

2. Where do we wane co go? 

3. How do wa gee from here to chere? 

In essence, che resules of a good needs assessmenc form che basis for 
sound goal seccing and planning. 
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Changes Since 1981 and Guidelines for In ccrprecing Results 

In an efforc co improve che scudy che following changes were made: 



• All inscrumencs were critically reviewed by thirteen 
division or department heads to ensure adequate cover- 
age of important areas and issues, 

• Questions were edited co shorten and add more precision 
(the questionnaires were reduced by between 15 and 25 
percent) , 

• Coratnunity members were polled for the first time in 
addition to parents, 

• Eleven groupings of respondents were analyzed separ- 
ately as compared to seven previously, and 

• The functions were increased by adding Library /Media 
Center and School Board items to be more inclusive (19 
functions are now measured as compared to 17 in the 
1981 survey). 

Because of these changes and the amount of time between surveys, in mo.<^t 
tances direct item for item comparisons were avoided- In th. main we should 
regard these needs assessment results as a ''snapshot" of how people perceive 
the district now and where they think we should be headed. 

This Roport 

The reader sould bL^r in mind that this report is Part I - and contains 
the results on the nineteen ongoing functions important to the operation of a 
school district. Also, in an effort to obtain valid data and keep the instru- 
ments from becoming too lengthy not all questions were asked of all respondent 
groups. Part II which deals with information about current or emerging issues 
mentioned earlier wiU be published under separate cover. Taken together a 
wealth of information should be obtainable for planning purposes. 



ins 



er|c 10 



The syscam-wlde responses which follow comprise chc basic daca sec. Imme- 
diacely following che decaiUd quescion by quescion reSuUs will come a "SuW 
seccion which hopefully sees che scage for goal seccing. 

How Were che. Haca CoUeceed?/Whac is a Priori»:y H eed Index? 

The scudenc, parenc. and cotimunicy member responses were gathered from 
samples drawn from che various populations while all ceachers and admin l3 tracers 
were polled. Parencs and communicy members were surveyed by means of a mailed 
quescionnaire, while quescicnnaires zov all ocher respondencs were hand delivered. 
The "Pare I" portion of chis quescionnaire concains a cocal of 121 scacemencs 
abouc educacional services and programs, and che respondencs were asked Co indi- 
cace che following for each scacemenc: 

1) In your opinion, Co whac excenc s hould che scaced 
condicion exisc? and, 

2) From your knowledge, Co whac excenc does che scaced 
condicion exisc? 

The degree Co which a difference exiscs becween whac should be, and whac is 
conscicuces a need. The following example iUuscraces che response choices used 
for che survey, how che need index was decermined and how che prioricy need 
index (PNl) was escablished. 

Should Accually 
Exisc Exiscs 

EXAMPLE: Teachers in our schools cake an individual 5 3 

inceresc in their scudencs? 

A) In youc opinion, to what extent should the stated condition 
exist? 

B) From your knowledge, to what extent does the stated condition 
actually exist? 
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A) 



Should 
Exist 



Do 
not 
know 



Noc 
ac 
all 



To a 
slight 
extent 



To a 
moderate 
extent 



4 

To a fairly 
large 



To a very 
large 
extent 



B) 



Actually 

Exists ? i 


2 


3 


4 5 


following is a more detailed 


explanation 


of the 


above responses* 


SHOULD EXIST 




ACTUALLY EXISTS 


? Do not know the extent to which 
the stated condition should exist. 




Do not know the extent to 
which the stated condition 
exist:>. 


1 Stated condition should 
at all. 


not exist 


1 


Stated condition does not 
exist at all. 


2 Stated condition should 
slight extent* 


exist to a 


2 


Stated condition exists to 
a slight extent. 


3 Stated condition should 
moderate extent. 


exist to a 


3 


Stated condition exists to 
a moderate extent. 


4 Stated condition should 
fairly large extenu. 


exist to a 


4 


Stated condition exists to 
a fairly large extent. 


5 Stated condition should 
very large extent. 


exist to a 


5 


Stated condition exists to 
a very large extent. 



For Che example used, che need index was 2 (che difference between "should 
exisc" value o£ 5 and che "accual exisc" value o£ 3). To obtain a clearer under- 
standing o£ che relative priority ranking o£ che expressed needs, ic was help£ul 
CO also know where on che response scale che difference occurred. For example, 
a need Index of 2 would resulc from che difference becween a "desired" of 3 and 
an "accual" of 1, whij.e ac che same cime, che difference becween a "desired" 
racing of 3 and an "accual" racing of 3 also yields a need index of 2. There- 
£ore. CO help establish prioricies among needs , che following procedure was 

>loyed. The needs were weighced by mulciplying chem by "heir respeccive racings 
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on Che "should exlsc" dimension. This resulted In * Priorlcy Need Index (?NI). 
This Index cakes Into account che mtgnlcude o£ che desire of che respondencs co 
have a given condition present in the school district. The PNI could be thought 
of then as an automatic prioritizing need indicator. 

Should 
Exisc Accually 
EXAMPLE : The ceachers in our schools cake (Desired) Exiscs 

an individual inceresc in cheir ^ 

scudi?ncs. 

Should - Accual » Need Index 
5-3=2 
Need Index x "Should" = Prioricy Naed Index 
2 X 5 = 10 

One mighc well ask whac are che limics Co che size(s) of prioricy need 
indices? The cheorecical limics range from a ^20 Co -6. The upper cheorecical 
limic is obtained in che following sicuacion. 

Should - Accual = Need Index x Should = PNI 
5 - 1 = 2 X 5 = 20 

The lower cheorecical limic can be obcained in che following cwo ways. 

Should - Accual = Need Index x Should = PNI 

3 _ 5 = -2 X 3 = -6 

OR 

2-5 = -3 X 2= -6 

In che chree major scudies conducted over che years che accual PNI's 
obcained have never approached che limits of che scale. The scale is obviously 
biased coward poincing up areas of concern in chac ic concains many more poincs 
indicacing "need" (posicive values) chan ic has indicating "lack of need" (negd- 
cive values). 
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Table 1 below iUuscraces both the theoretical and actual limits under 
discussion. 



TABLE 1. THEORETICAL PRIORITY NEED INDEX (PNI) LIMITS CONTRASTED WITH ACTUAL 
DTSTRICT-WIDE FUNCTION PNI LIMITS FOR SAGINAW'S COKPREHEHSIVE NEEDS 
ASSESSMENT STUDIES 1976-77, 1980-81 AND 1984-85. 



Theoretical PNI 
Limits 



Greatest Need 
Possible ••• 



Least Heed 
Possible . 



20 
19 
18 
17 
16 
15 
14 
13 
12 
11 
10 
9 
8 
7 
6 
5 
4 
3 
2 
1 
0 
-1 
-2 
-3 
-4 
-5 
-6 



Actual District-Wide Question PNI Limits 



1976-77 



1980-81 



1984-85 



10.3 



10.8 



10.19 



y 

1.5 



1.58 



0.0 
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One can see not only chac mosc PNI's. do noc go far up che scale (che 
center is approximately five for che accual daca) buc also chac problems have 
CO be idencifiee in a reUcive sense. We believe looking ac che PNI values 
chac equal or exceed che value chac marks off che cop 257. (in the case of 
5yscem-wide quescions chis value was 6.71) is a useful guide in separacing 
ouc che highesc ranking concerns. 

Because PNI's vary more for a parcicular respondenc group chan for che 
syscem cocal, che reader may wish Co review Appendix B which displays chac 
informacion. Doing so may provide a more refined sense of prioricies wichin 
groups. 

Whac Were the Nineceen Funccions? 

Each function was selected because it represented an important task, 
process, program or goal in the operation of a public school system. The 
section which follows identifies the nineteen functions and briefly describes 

or defines each one. 

First, the reader should note that the items chosen to assess che func- 
tion areas were drawn from a pool of 121 questions. The instruments designed 
for the various respondent groups varied in length out of concern for both 
questionnaire length and group's knowledge level with respect to a particular 
aspect of education (see Appendix C for a listing of the number of questions 
by function area and group). The definitions of functions follow. 
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Funccions Defined 



IA. Educacional Programg—Elcmencary : Learning accivicies and cheir 
raanagemenc chac are che core of cU curriculum: basic skills 
(reading, wricing, and arichmecic) ; curriculum development; gifced 
and calenced program; homework; patenc sacisfaccion wich achieve- 
ment; and standards for promotion. 

IB. Educational Programs—Secondary; Learning activities and their 
management that are the core of the curriculum: basic skills 
(reading, writing, and arithmetic); student preparation for 
college; vocational instruction; supplemental courses (computers 
and gifted and talented instruction); homework; parent satisfac- 
tion with achievement; and standards for promotion. 

IC. Educational Programs— Special Education: Learning activities 
and their management that are the core of the curriculum: basic 
skills (reading, writing, and arithmetic); curriculum develop- 
ment; extracurricular activities; standards for promotion; 
school psychologists; and social workers. 

ID. Educational Programs— Adult and Continuing Education: Learning 
activities and their management that are the core of the curri- 
culum: basic skills (reading, writing, and arithmetic); curri- 
culum development; counselors; homework; and standards for 
promotion • 

2. Leadership by Principals: Administrative action by principal 
at the building level to support the teaching/learning process: 
seeks staff suggestions; emphasizes instructional leadership and 
supervision; provides for effective two-way communications; and 
is sens' -ive to staff and community needs. 

3. Managing Facilities and Resources: Provision and use of school 
physical plane and other capital resources: buildings are well 
maintained; facilities provide a safe environment for students 
and staff; energy conservation; current textbooks; and lunch 
program. 

4. Labor Relations: The extent to which labor relations is handled 
in a fair and equitable manner: equitable salary schedule for 
all employee groups; reasonable fringe benefits; responsible 
negotiations with unions; and keeps public informed about labor 
relations issues affecting the schools. 

5. Auxiliary Services and Support Staff: Assistance with curriculum, 
career and personal planning and decision making: readily available 
services; help to high school students to explore career possibi- 
lities; and help in understanding vocational trends. 
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C ommunlcacions/Publlc Relaclons; The availabilicy and ^change of 
— — ^ :v 7.*.^«..«« 1 1 »r%A •vr^mallv: scnooi 



problems ; and 

accurate reporting co che public. 

7. F„.l..3 rinn. Tescing and Research; The excenc co which evaluacion, 
cescing, and research funccions are corapleced: regular cescing of 
studencs in basic subjeccs; evaluacion of schools effectiveness by 
public; scaff use of daca co improve che learning process; cesc 
resulcs shared wich scudencs and parencs; comparison of accomplish- 
mencs wich achievemencs ; and program evaluacion. 

8. Scace and Federally Funded Programs; Seeks and uses oucside funds: 
programs co meec che greacesc needs of che schools and special edu- 
cacional needs of minoricy scudencs (bilingual, migranc, and com- 
pensacory educacion). 

9. P ersonal Development of che Scudent; Services and activities that 
are generally non-academic in nature and designed to develop stu- 
dent attitudes; self-reliant, respect for other people, and 
responsible citizenship. 

10. Teacher Valup-= and Expectations; Teacher values, expectations, and 
abilities that guide instructional practice; belief that all chil- 
dren can learn; knowledgeable of curriculum policies and priorif„es; 
speak and write well; available to help with problems; and emphasis 
on pupil participation. 

11. Discipline: The extent to which the schools carry out discipline 
related policies and procedures; printed policy statement; parental 
notification of problems; administrative support of teachers in stu- 
dent discipline matters; good discipline; assertive discipline pro- 
gram; and teachers motivate students by rewards rather than punish- 
ment , 

12 Staff Development; Activities for staff and board members designed 
to improve knowledge and skills in school-related responsibilities; 
teachers given opportunity to suggest inservice training; partici- 
pation of teachers is encouraged; new board members are given an 
orientation co the school system's operation; inservice training 
improves the teaching •. .ills of instructors; administrators involved 
in continuing education; and inservice training programs effectively 
coordinated. 

13. Personnel; Activities involved in hiring and keeping competent 

school employees; the primary purpose of staff evaluation is job 
performance improvement; teaching assignments based on professional 
preparation; hiring practices aimed at obtaining well-prepared 
teachers; job assignments based on qualifications; and teacher 
dismissals handled in a fair manner. 
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14. General Adminiscraclon; Adminiatracive action co plan and manage 
financial, physical, and human asaecat adminiatracors uae auggea- 
cions from aca££ and che public in planning and deciaion making; 
clcaes buildinga when aicuaciona diccace; allocacion o£ reaourcea 




planning is a continuous proceas; reaearch findinga uaed in plan- 
ning and improving programs; and positive solution Co complaints 
sought . 

15, School Board; Board action to oversee and provide leadership 
coward the management o£ financial, physical, and human resources: 
governs reaponaibly; allowa opportunitiea for public input; rates 
the superintendent annually; reachea deciaiona on the basia of 
background data; worka for local control of education; and pro- 
vides leaderahip in meeting the needa of atudenta. 

16. Librarv'/Media Center; The extent to which the library/media 
center servea to support inatruction: providea additional 
instructional materiala; aeeks teacher input when aelecting new 
raateriala; informa ataff of new acquired materiala; allows ade- 
quate time for atudent use; and makes available audio vtaual 
ms.terials for clasaroom use. 

What follows in the next section is an explanation of the major findin 
resulting from an analysis of PNIs. First, function areas are identified 
where there appears co be consensus regarding the existence of a concern. 
Then Che elemencs or icems wichin a funccion area are explored co gain an 
underscanding of specific aspeccs of che concern. Finally, a sunmary of ma 
findings is provided co highlighc observed paccerns. 
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MAJOR FINDINGS 



When all responses by parents, communicy members, scudtncs, all ceacher 
groups, and adminiscracors vere combined, chvit £unccion areas emerged as che 
ones needing che mosc accencion (ac or above Che 6.71 decision rule discussed 
earlier). In addicion, che cop chree £unccion areas o£ each respondenc group 
were reviewed irrespeccive o£ che 6.71 decision rule. This review was moci- 
vaced by che £acc chac averaging mighc mask one or more £unccions chac could 
be considered primary by a parcicular respondenc group or sec o£ respondenc 
groups. This examinacion revealed £ive addicional high prioricy £unccions. 

The £unccions were ranked £rom 1 = greacesc need, 2 = second greacesc 
need, ecc, by considexring: che number o£ groups giving it cop prioricy and 
also ics order in che ranking. The £unccion ranking in Table 2 chac £ollows 
is che resulc o£ che scracegies described above. 
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TABLE 2. TOP RANKING FUNCTION AREAS ACCORDING TO PRIORITY 
NEED INDICES, 1984-85. 



Rank 



Funccion o£ Greacesc Need Prioricy Need Index 



1 Personnel 7.25 (SYT-l)* 

2 Labor Relations 7.03 (SYT-2) 

3 Staff Development 7.02 (SYT-3) 

4 Personal Development of the Student 6.85 (CM-1), 6.78 (PA-2), 

7.66 (CE-2), 5.90 (CE-2) 

5 Teacher Values and Expectations 6.48 (AD-1), 6.12 (PA-3) 

6 Communications/Public Relations 5.23 (ST-2), 6.60 (CM-3) 

7 Auxiliary Services and Support Staff 6.56 (EL-2) 

8 School Board 5.07 (ST-3) 

★The abbrcviacion in chc parenchcsis chac follows chc PNI gives chc name of 
Che respondent group ic belongs co plus ics ranking wichin che cop chree for 
chac parcicular group. The abbreviacions for che groups polled follow. 

SYT = Syscem cocal of all eleven groups combined. 

= Special educacion ceachers in discricc building level program. 
s2 = Special educacion ceachers ac Millec Cencer and all councy-wide ser- 
vice locacions (e.g., Holland Avenue and Early Childhood, ecc). 
CE = Compensacory educacion ceachers (i«e., Chapcer 1, Arcicle 3, Scace 

Bilingual, Migranc and Bilingual VII). 
EL = Elemencary ceachers. 

SE = Secondary ceachers. . . 

VE = Vocacional educacion ceachers ac che AveriU Career Ooportunicies 
Cencer* 

AE = Adulc educacion and ABE ceachers. 

PA = Parencs wich scudencs accending che Saginaw Public Schools. 
CM = Communicy members noc included in parenc cacegory above. 
AD = Adrainiscracors and degreed professional/cechnical scaff members. 
ST = High school scudencs. 

To ger. a feeling for change over cime we can examine che highesc prior- 
ities idencified in chis needs assessmenC in comparison Co previous needs 
assessmencs. The chare below gives che former rankings of chese functions in 
che past studies. 

Rankings 

Highest Ranking 

Functions 1984^85 1980-81 1976--77 

Personnel 1 1 ^'^^ 

Labor Relations 2 7 N-A. 

Staff Development 3 2 5.D 

N-A.~Hot applicable because no like category. 
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The 1980-81 needs assesamenc idencified che areas of personnel (ranked 1), 
labor relations (ranked 7), and scaff development (ranked 2) in che cop seven 
funcclon areas needing che mosc accencion. The 1976-77 showed scaf£ develop- 
menc (ranked 5.5) among che cop six funccion areas. Noce chac che discricc- 
wide summary for che pasc cwo scudies. has been alcered signi£icancly in che 
following: number of funccion areas, number of quescions per funccion, and 
number of respondenc groups used for analysis/calculacions . However, che 
resulcs do cend co suggesc chac che areas of scaff developmenc and personnel 
do concinue Co be prioricy need areas. 

The reader should bear in mind chac cercain funccion areas such as per- 
sonnel and labor relacions for example, may appear as a high needs over cime 
because of che personal and sensicive nacure of the quescions. Noc supris- 
ingly people cend co reacc cricically co icems which deal wich che core of 
cheir day co day exiscence, e.g., personnel evaluacions, job assignraencs , 
grievance procedures and ocher condirions of employmenc. Ncvercheless , an 
examinacion of che specific quescions wichin chese major areas should help 
decermine more abouc che nacure of che problem. 

In looking back i.ver cime ic is apparenc chac concerns and percepcions 
do noc remain scacic even when responses are lumped cogecher and averaged. 
In the 1976-77 survey che number one concern was individualizing inscruccion, 
number cwo was evaluacion and number chree personal developmenc of che scu- 
denc. This year neicher evaluacion nor personal developmenc of che scudenc 
ranked in che cop chree, in face evaluacion ranked lowesc in cerms of concern. 
Individualizing inscruccion is no longer a funccion area. In che 1980-81 
survey, auxiliary services and supporc scaff ranked chird dlscricc-wide which 
is quice differenc than che sicuacion chis year (ic was perceived as a high 
need funccion only by elemencary ceachers). 
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A listing o£ priority need values for all function areas for the dis- 
trict-wide combined total appears in Appendix D together with a complete 
listing of all priority need values by function for all respondent groups 
individually. A more comprehensive listing of the desired, actual, need 
index, and priority need values for all function areas for the district-wide 
combined total appears in Appendix E. Similar listings for the other 
respondent groups appear in Appendices F-P. 

At this point attention will turn to items within each of the top ranked 
functions that equalled or exceeded the 6.71 rule. Hopefully by a review of 
the high PNI questions within a particular function area a definition of the 
problem(s) therein will become more evident. The abbreviations for the par- 
ticular respondent groups used elsewhere will again be employed. A "blank 
cell" will indicate that the PNI was less than 6.71 and "-" will indicate 
tliat the question was not asked a particular respondent group. 

The high need priority questions follow for the function area of person- 
nel that shows the greatest need for immediate attention. 
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BEST COPY AVAILABLE 





PRIORITY MEED INOE 


X 






i 4» 

a 

c <. 
o o 

a. CPi c'w 

ae i« <« at 

o <w ^ *9> 
cs e •«<4 


personnel Questions 


Teachers 


PA 


CM 


AO 


Lvstem ' 








CE 


EL 


SE 


VE 


AE 


ST 


Total * 


92. The priiary purpose of 
staff evaluation is to 
iiprove job performance. 


7.89 








8.06 


7.73 


10.51 








— 


6.82 


46X 


93. The personnel department 
hires well prepared 
teachers. 


7.38 










7.49 


8.66 


7.62 


6.82 






6.71 


SOX 


94. Teachers are assigned 
based on their quali- 
fications. 






7.07 












— 


7.18 






23X 


95. Dismissal of profes- 
sional employees is 
handled in a fair and 
professional lanner. 


7.45 




/ .40 




A 

0 . 30 




7 27 












37X 


96. Principals are given an 
active role in the selec- 
tion of teachers for 
their building staffs. 


















— 


7.26 


— 




12% 


97. Administrators are 
assigned to jobs for 
which they are quali- 
fied. 


9<06 


9.40 


9.59 


8.05 


8.58 


10.32 


9.04 


7.69 


7.98 






8.40 


91% 


98. Our schools do a good job 
of evaluating teachers. 


8.42 


9.19 


7.23 




8.20 


8.86 


12.80 


9.39 


7.33 


6.85 




8.46 


9U 


99. Our schools do a good job 
of evaluating administra- 
tors. 


12.11 


11.75 


10.93 


9.58 


11.43 


11.54 


12.43 


9.27 


7.33 






10.19 


91% 



The results on five of che eighc questions in chis area seem to describe 
Che nacure o£ che problem. Nearly half (467.) or more o£ che respondenc groups 
agreed chac che sec o£ £tve quescions dealing wlch csacher and/or adminiscracor 
hiring, «signraenc, and parclcularly evaluacion praccices (quescions 92, 93, 97, 
98, and 99) vere major concerns in chis £unccion area. Again, che reader should 
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recall chat these iv.ems hie ac che core of every employees day co day exis- 
tence (job asslgnm«nc, evaluation, lay off, etc.) and are likely co be 
critically evaluated. Based on the system total PNIs administrative evalu- 
ations and assignments as well as teacher evaluations seem to be the key 
areas of concern here. 

The second greatest priority need area labor relations consisted of 
five survey questions. AH five questions are listed below with the high 
need PNIs shown. 





PRIORITY NEED INDEX 


X of Respond^ 
tnt Categories 
Indicating 
High Meed 


labor Relations Questions 


Teachers 


PA 


CX 


AO 


ST 


Systts 
Total 








CE 


EL 


SE 


VE 


AE 


49. Our schools have a fair 
salary schedule For all 
employee classifications. 


6.98 


7.71 


7.58 




7.47 




14.55 










6.91 


55X 


50. The fringe benefits for 
all employees are rea- 
sonable. 






7.03 








11.74 












19X 


51. Our school systea keeps 
the public inforied 
about Ubcr relations 
issues aff jcting the 
schools. 


6.72 


7.81 


7.65 


7.02 


8.23 


6.93 


8.49 










6.76 


73X 


S2. Our school system nego- 
tiates with unions in a 
fair and equitable 
Planner. 


10.47 


10.54 


10.33 


10.60 


11.55 


10.32 


13.79 










9.10 


73% 


53. Eaployee grievances are 
handled in a professional 
manner. 


9,19 


8.78 


3.59 


8.08 


9.84 


8.98 












7.75 


78% 
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24 



Four of Che five icems (49, 51, 52, and 53) had mora chan 507. respondent 
group agreement chac chese questions define che high prioricy given labor 
relations. Taese questions dealt with the Issues of establishing salary 
schedules, informing the public about labor relations matters, negotiating 
wich unions, and handling employee grievances. Obviously the teacher cohorts 
were responsible for making this a high need function area and it appears 
they were most concerned with the perceived fairness of negotiations and the 
grievance procedure. As with the personnel function, labor relations deals 
with matters directly affecting each employee and which are obviously likely 

to be critically reviewed. 

Staff development, the third highest ranked area, consisted of five 

questions. The four questions with one or more high PNIs follow. 
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PRIORITY KEEC^ 


INDEX 








c <- 


Staff Oevtloptent Questions 


. , 1 

Teachers 










Systei 


o o «i_ 
a. ot e ^ 

m « 
mm m m 








CE 




SE 


VE 


AE 


PA 


CN 


AO 


CT 


Total 


<-> o _ 

^ c c 
M g 


87. Our schools have an 
efftctivt inservict 
training prograi for 
inproving teaching 
skills. 


9.78 


9.02 






10.24 


9.55 


12.03 






7.12 




8.11 




88. Our school adsinistra- 
tors are involved in soae 
type of professional 
development prograa. 












3.65 


6.90 












23% 


90. Teachers are actively 

involved in the planning, 
developaent, evaluation 
and/or selection of new 
teaching aaterials. 


7.07 












10.76 












23X 


91. Staff development pro- 
gra«s are effectively 
coordinated. 


9.50 


8.71 


6.85 


6.97 


9.05 


8.98 


12.00 










8,56 


89X 



Of Che four questions wich relatively high PNIs, questions 87 (inservice 
CO improve ceaching skills) and 91 (coordinaced scaff developmenc programs), 
had more chan 50% respondenc group agreement chac chese define che greacesc 
needs in seaff developmenc. Ic is incerescing co noce where our school syscera 
has devoced more cime and efforc insticucing ics scaff developmenc progra-.a, 
namely wich compensacory educacion and elemencary teachers, no high need was 
shown. The issue of coordinaced scaff developmenc programs was high wich ail 
teacher groups and chus seems co be a major concern in any efforc co improve 
staff developmenc. 

The function area of personal developmenc of che scudenc consisted of 
three questions. The two questions wich one or more high need PNIs are dis- 
played on che next page. 

BEST COPY AVAILABLE 
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PRIOftlTY NEED INDEX 






M 

1 «» 

e c 
o o 

OL m c-g 

«> «J ^ «» 
OC m AM 

*»- " .i^ 
o ^ ^ 
e c'*; 


i 

Personal Oevtlopitnt 
of th€ Studtnt Qutstioiii 


Teachers 


PA 


Cn 


AO 


ST 


Systei 

Total 






CE 


EL 


SE 


VE 


AE 


71. Our schooU provide 
experitnces for devel- 
oping responsible 
citizenship. 


7.77 




7.40 




8.10 




7.31 




6.85 








42X 


72, Our schools teach stu- 
dents' problei solving 
techniques. 


8.62 


7.a6 


9.00 




8*71 


6.95 


9.21 


7*29 


5.86 

j 


8.43 




7.66 


84t 



The major concern in chis area appears Co be teaching scudencs problem 
solving techniques and providing experiences co foscer responsible citizenship 
wich 86% and ^2% agreement respectively. Ic is incerascing Co note chac au She 
elementary level large numbers of ceachers and pupils already are focusing on 
problem solving skills. The widespread use of problem solving exercises may 
explain, in pare, why elementary ceachers failed co show a high need on chis 
quescion. 

The nexc highest racked funccion area, ceacher values and expeccacions , 
concained six quescions. The five ceacher values and expeccacions quescions 
wich one or more relacively high PNIs are presenced below. 
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PRIORITY NEED INDEX 






1 «» 

o o cn 
a. w 

VI « 
4^ JiJ «> 

m m i9M 

O u _ 

o oi 


Teachtr Values & 
Expectations Questions 


Teachers 


1 

PA 


CM 


AO 


ST 


Systti 

Total 








CE 


EL 


SE 


YE 


AE 


74. Our teachers act like 
they believe that all 
children can learn. 


7.45 


















7.49 






nx 


75. Teachers co«iiunicate 
effectively. 


7.55 












6.84 


6.88 


6.75 


7.66 






U2X 


76. Our teachers emphasize 
active student partici- 
pation in their classes. 














6.98 


— 


— 








10^ 


78. Teachers teach at the 

corrccw ictci u> u&ii* 

culty to promote student 
learning. 


7.24 




6.92 








9.09 














79. Our teachers explain and 
dcnonstrate rather than 
just assign seat work. 














6.98 












9X 



Only one of che ceacher values and expeccacion questions had respondent 
group agreement approaching 50%. A cocal of 42% agreement is shown for more 
effective ceacher coramunicacion. 

The sixch greacesc need function, comraunicacions and public relations, 
consisted of four original questions. The two comraunicacions/public relations 
questions with one or more high PNIs are presented below. 



21 



ERIC 



28 





PRIORITY NEED INDEX 


X of Respond- 
ent Categories 
Indicating 
High Need 


UOMMUniciwion s v ruuiic 
Rcb^-ions Qutstions 


Teachers 


PA 


CN 


AO 


ST 


Systes 

Total 






CE 


EL 


SE 


VE 


AE 


59. The district conducts 
business in i aanntr 
that inspires public 
confidence. 


8.82 


8.40 


9.02 


8.40 


8.27 




9.18 


7.37 


8.21 






7. 85 


82% 


60. Our school $yste« pro- 
vides the general public 
with accurate reports on 
its performance. 


7.48 


6.83 






7.59 




9.90 


7.56 


7.76 






6.74 


59% 



Bonh questions netted more than 507. agreement of high need. There is 827. 
agreement that conducting business in a manner which inspires public confidence 
could be improved. There is agreement (597.) that our district could be better 
in reporting on its performance. 

The seventh greatest need area of auxiliary services and staff support 
consisted of five questions. The four questions with one or more high need 
PNIs are supplied below. 
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PRIORITY NEED INDEX 








% of nespona- 
•nt Categories 
Indicating 
High Meed 


Auxiliary Scrvicts S Staff 
Support Qutstions 


Teachtri 




PA 


CM 


AD 


ST 


Systti 
Total 






S^ 


CE 




SE 


VE 


AE 


54. Counstlors are available 
to each student in our 
secondary schools. 






7.18 








7.10 












17* 


55, Helping the student to 
explore career possibili- 
ties is an iiportant part 
of the school prograi. 


7.06 












7.03 












17X 


57, Our school district pro- 
vides remedial instruc- 
tion to the «ost needy 
regular education stu- 
dents. 


7.38 






7.0^ 


8.32 
















25% 


58. Support staff (psycholo- 
gists, social workers, 
speech therapists) pro- 
vide adequate services to 
students who deionstrate 
a need. 


7.71 




8.19 


9.26 


7.45 




7.U 












42% 



None of che auxiliary services and scaff support questions had respondent 
group agreement at 507. or above. Forty-two percent did feel that better 
support services from psychologists, social workers, and speech therapists 
could be provided. 

The last high need function area related to the school board. This 
function consisted of a set of eight questions. The three questions with one 
or more high need PNIs for any respondent group are presented on the next page. 
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PRIORITY NEED INDEX 




VI 

1 «l 

a. 9ie*o 

« ^ ^ « 
m m mm 

u. 

e e««4 


School Board Questions 


Teachers 


PA 




AO 


ST 


Systes 

Total 






CE 


EL 


SE 


VE 


AE 


110. The school board «e«- 
bers «ake an effort to 
keep inforsed. 


8.59 


9.70 


8.37 


8.35 


8.38 


7.82 


6.87 










7.32 


73% 


114. School board «e«ber$ 
are known by the co«- 
iunity. 




7.22 










6.82 


6.91 










28% 


US. Our school board pro- 
vides leadership in 
aeeting the needs of 
students. 


7.49 


1 


8.30 


7.72 


7.65 


7.59 


9.62 


6.90 








6.95 


67% 



Two questions (informed school board and the school board leadership 
questions, 110 and 115 respectively) showed percentages of agree-nent in excess 
o£ 50. Almost three quarters (73%) of the responding groups felt school board 
members should make more o£ an effort to be informed about school business. 
Almost equally as large a group (67%) perceived needed improvements in board 
leadership in meeting the needs of students. 
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SUMMARY 

The purpose of chis scudy was co identify areas of need wichin che school 
discricc. According Co che percepcions of adminiscracors , ceachers, parencs, 
conmunicy members, and sCudencs, che following eighc funccions emerged as che 
highesc need areas. 



1. 


Personnel 


2. 


Labor Relacions 


3. 


Scaff Developmenc 


4. 


Personal Developmenc of che Scudenc 


5. 


Teacher Values and Expeccacions 


6. 


Coraraunicacions/Public Relacions 


7. 


Auxiliary Services and Supporc SCaff 


8. 


School Board 



The above syscem cocal prioricies were determined on che basis of com- 
bining che resulcs of eleven respondenc groups. In addicion, chis process 
included dealing wich as many as 121 quescions spread across 19 funccion 
areas. The machemacical syscem used Co quancify prioricies, chough noc per- 
fecc, provides a meaningful way Co summarize che daca in a syscemacic fashion. 
Summarizacion seldom if ever capcures che cocal complexity of che subjecc 
under scudy, such is che case wich che presenc needs assessmenc summary. 
This means chac che process of averaging resulcs was complex and che indi- 
vidual who wanes Co underscand whac causes an area co be considered a high 
prioricy should scudy che respondenc group resulcs by quescions wichin a 
funccion. 

At lease chree crends were fairly nociceable. Firsc was chac che bulk 
of che areas of greacesc concern dealc wich ways co bring abouc changes in 
personnel, labor relacions, and scaff developmenc policies co maincain 
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productive and well-crained school employees. For example, ceachers expressed 
concerns abouc ways Co improve sca££ evaluation, handling employee grievances, 
offering an effective inservice program Co Improve ceach'.ng skills, and coor- 
dinating scaff developmenc programs— faccors chac in pare add up co more effec- 
tive schools chrough scaff willingness co change and improve while on che job. 

The second crend was chac communicacions ac all levels needs co be 
improved. Teachers and che public see a necessicy for ceachers co comraunicace 
more effeccively. 3och che public and professional scaff desire a more "accu- 
race" general reporting of school syscem performance boch in avi academic as 
well as a business sense. Parencs and ceachers desire school board members co 
provide informed responses co school maccers and play more of a leadership 
role in communicacing needed improvemencs in school programming. 

Clearly nociceable was che crend for respondencs co be mosc concerned 
wich faccors connecced co che cype of concacc chey had wich che schools. For 
t ample, scudencs expressed one of cheir scrongesc concerns abouc hiring che 
besc prepared ceachers possible, while parencs were concerned more abouc 
ceachers giving addicional help co scudencs having difficulcy. 

Anocher useful purpose che reporcs can serve is for specialized applica- 
tions such as when che cliencele of inceresc is a single group. The decailed 
inforraacion provided offers insighc inco whac che needs and concerns of a 
parcicular group were. Thus che reporc has many professional uses. For 
example, che supervisor of scaff developmenc can review che responses of 
ceachers generally or elemencary ceachers specifically and gee some feel for 
che training needs of these groups. A couple of aids have been constructed 
CO assist the specialized user with this task. Appendix Q, which contains 
detailed information for each respondent group by question, should be of 
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great value in cranslacing a prioricy for a specific group into a full blown 
plan CO address chcir concern(s). A graphic sunnary of all functions along 
with information about the relative need value of the functions themselves 
and the high need questions within a function area is presented in Appendix R. 

Finally, in developing plans to meet the needs specified consideration 
should also be given to the information contained in Che companion document 
(Part II) which dealc wich educacional issues racher chan funccions. 
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APPENDIX A 



TABLE A. I. GROUPS SURVEYED AND RETURN RATES FOR THE 1985 
COMPREHENSIVE SCHOOL-COMMUNITY NEEDS ASSESSMENT. 



Groups Survtytd 


Count and Description 
of Individuals in 
SaipU or Population 


Returns 
# 


X 


Parents (PA) 


A random saiple of 6,803 parents who had students 
enroiied in the ocnooi uiswricw or wn« w^wj 
Saginaw during the 198^-B5 school year. 


772 


12 


CoMunity H«abep$ (CJl) 


A random saiple of 2t8B<^ non-parents who >Joted in 
*>k« MAUAsKAr* idn^ nrxidtntial election. 


159 




AdiinistratoPS (AO) 


All 123 administrators cr degreed professional, 
technical staff paid »irch 15, 1285. 


91 


74 


Sptcial Education Starr Stpymg 
or Bastd in Rtgular Education 
Building (S ) 


All 133 sDAcial education staff P3tid March 15, 
1985~ 


105 

* 


79 • 


Sptcial Education Staff Based 
in a Sptcializtd Ctnttr (i««*, 
Milltt, Holland AvcQut, and 
Early Childhood) (S ) 


All 56 S special education staff paid Harch 15, 
1985. 


-14 


43 


Coipcnsatcrv Education Teachtrs 

(CE) 


All 85 compensatory education teachers paid 
March 15, 1985, ^ 


58 


68 


Vocational Education Teachers 

(VE) 


All 44 teachers at the Averill Career Opportunities 
Center (CQC) paid March 15, 1985. 


23 


52 


Elc«entary Teachers (El) 


All 351 elenentary teachers' paid March 15, 1985. 


273 


78 


Secondary Teachers (SE) 


All 323 secondary teachers, excluding COC teachers, 
oaid March IS. 1985. 

riwi Wil 4 www . 


137 


42 


Adult, Adult Basic, and Adult 
Continuing Education Teachers 

(AE) 

Students (ST) 


All 69 adult and continuing education teachers paid 
M^rch 15, 1985. 

A sample of approximately 462 students from grades 
10, 11, and 12 of both High schools. 


24 
434 


35 
94 
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A STUDY OF ITEM RESPOHSE BIAS: PARENT ANO CO»«U«ITV MEMBEH SAMPLES 

A ,cudy o£ ch. preceding Table A.l r.«.l. chac ^ o£ ch. p.r.nc. .nd 67. 
o£ Ch. co^unuy »..b.rs r.curn.d ,u..cion„.ir.. . or . co»bin.d p,r.nc/=o-.u„lcy 
„.»b.r coc.l o£ 10^ (931 of 9,287) r.curn.d co»pl.c. i„.crun,.nc.. Wh.c dift.r- 
««. a .ny. b.cw..„ Ch. 1« .nd ch. 90% who =ho.. noc Co r.curn ch.ir 

qucsclonnaircs? 

Thire are a number of scrac.gies co answer chac question. A. N. Oppenh.im 
(1964. p. 34) in his book encicl.d. Quescionnji r, De.l .n and Accicude Measure - 
wenc discusses a number of chese techniques . 

The approach chosen for chis scudy was CO compare early respondents wich 
lace respondents in cerms of cheir answers co che questionnaire. Researchers 
have found Chac respondencs who recurned completed inscrumen» lace closely 
resembled, non-respondencs in cheir accicudes and opinions. Thus by comparing 
lace and early response paccems an ide^ of whecher non-respondencs differ can 
be obcained* 

Three educacional issue quescions were chosen co compare che responses of 
cypical and lace responding parencs/communicy members. A chi-square case of 
Significance for proporcions was che scaciscical cesc of choice. The null 
hypochesis was chac of no difference becveen che c«o groups (cypical and lace 
resoondencs) in che proporcions responding to any opcion on che chree selected 
mulciple choice questions. The alternate hypothesis was that a greater portion 
of either typical or late respondents would choose one or more than the other 
options With greater frequency. The alpha level was set at .05 with a two tailed 
cesc being indicated. 
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APPENDIX A 

Table A.2 btlow gtves che cell frequencies and marginal cecals of responses 
per quescion for typical (T) and lac. (L) respond.nc*. The calculaced chi-square 
value Uh and ch. probablllcy (P) assoclaced wlch che calculaced value are also 
recorded for each quescion. 

TABLE A.2. CHI-SQUARES USED TO TEST DIFFERENCES BETWEEN TYPICAL (T) 
AND LATE (L) PARENT/COMMUNITY MEMBERS ON THREE 
SELECTED EDUCATIONAL ISSUES. 



124, During che pasc £ew years, would you say chac the Sa8i-\Pf Sch°°^,»y^^ 
has been getting better In quality, getting wors£ or staying about the same . 



T 
L 



Better 


Worse 


Same 


Total 


239 


360 


153 


752 


39 


44 


17 


100 


278 


404 


170 


852 


2 


2.18 . 


df » 2 




P 


0.66 







126. How well doeis your school board represent the opinions of people like yourself? 



T 
L 



Very 
Well 


Somewhat 


Not Too 
Well 


Not Well 
At All 


Don' t 
Know 


Total 


70 
8 


281 

45 


137 
10 


80 
7 


246 
33 


814 
103 


78 


326 


147 


87 


279 


917 



X 

P 



6.11 
0.80 



df = 4 
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TABLE A. 2 Conclnued 



136, HOW well informed are you about ch. ....Hrv of educadon in che Saginaw Public 
Schools? 



T 
L 



Well 
Informed 

176 

26 



202 



Somewhac 
Informed 

463 

52 

515 



Noc Too 
Well Informed 

161 

25 



186 



Total 
800 
103 

903 



X 

P' 



2.06 
.64 



df 



Table A.3 below sutmnarizes che chi-aquare scaciscics, cheir associaced 
probabilities, and che decision relative co each for che chr« selected educa- 
ciotial issues* 

TABLE A.3. DECISIONS RELATED TO CHI-SQUARES OF DIFFERENCES OR LACK OF THEM 
BETWEEN TYPICAL AND LATE RESPONDENTS ON THREE QUESTIONS. 



Question 


Chi-Square 


Associated 
Probability 


Decision Relative to 
"No Difference" 
(Null Hypothesis) 


12^. Saginaw Schools 
Getting Better? 


2,18 


.66 


Don't Reject 


125. School Board 
Represents Opinionst- 


6,11 


.80 


Don't Reject 


136. Informal About 
Quality of Education? 


2.06 


.6^ 


Don't Reject 



ERIC 
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A perusal of Table A.3 reveals chac che hypothesis of no difference between 
lace and typical respondents cannot be rejected. Thus it seems safe to assume 
cha. the responses obtained f-cm Cvoical pa rents and community members would be 
much like thos^ from non-responding pare nts and community members . 



ERIC 



33 



40 



APPENDIX B 



TAQI.E B.l. OBSERVED PRIORITY NEED INDEX (PNl) LIMITS FOR FUNCTIONS 
AND QUESTIONS BY RESPONDENT GROUP AND SVSTEM TOTAL. 





OBSERVED 'priority NEED INDEX 








himits 


Teacherfi 










System 
To Call 




s'* 




CE 


EL 


SE 


VE 


AE 


rA 




. AD 


ST 




lllgliusc Question 


12.11 


11 .75 


11,57 


12. A3 


11.55 


11. 5A 


IA.55 


9.39 


9.39 


9.08 


6.93 


10.19 


lllgiiesL Function 


8.13 


7.98 


8.3A 


7.76 


8.72 


8.3A 


10.82 


7.79 


6.85 


6. AS 


6.A9 


7.25 


Lowest Function 


A. 28 


3.38 


A. AO 


3.88 


A. A3 


3. '32 


A.A7 


3.58 


1.52 


2.32 


2.99 


A.A7 


Lowest Question 


0.86 


0.75 


1.36 


1.52 


0.96 


0.87 


-I.IA 


1.87 


0.A8 


0.38 


I. OA 


1 .58 
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-Groups polled: 

i5iieclal education teachers In district • but Iding level program* » n , a ^ a 

■ slloclal oZHio« taach^s «t MllU. Centar ..d all co„„t,-wld. ..rv£ce loc.lons (..g.. Holland Av.nue .nd 

C. - a^":^'Zt:^Lc.... (I.e.. C,„p»r 1. Article 3. State Bilingual. H.gr.nt a„d Bilingual VlO. 

El. - KlenienLary teachers. 
SK - Secondary teachers. 

VI- = Vocational education teachers at the Averlll Career Opportunities Center. 

AE - Adult Education and ABK teachers. .■ I v 

I'A - Parents with students attending the Saginaw Public Schools. 

CM . Canwiunlty members not Included In parent category above. 

Al> - Administrators and degreed professional/technical staff members. 

ST ~ High school students. 
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APPENDIX C 



TABLE C.l* FUNCTION HEADINGS AND NUMBER OF ASSOCIATED 
QUESTIONS BY RESPONDENT GROUP.* 



Funccion Httdings 



IA. Educational Programs - Eltmencary 

IB. Educacional Programs - Stcondary 

IC. Educacional Programs - Sptcial Education 

ID. Educacional Programs - Adult & Continuing 
Educacion 

2. Ltadtrship by Principals 

3. Managing Facilicics Resources 

4. Labor Relations 

5. Auxiliary Services & Support SCaff 

6. Communications/Public Relation* 

7. Evaluation, Testing & Research 

8. Statt & Federally Funded Programs 
9* Personal Development o£ the Student 

10. Teacher Values & Expectations 

11. Discipline 

12. Staff Development 

13. Personnel 

14. General Administration 

15. School Board 

16. Library/Media Center 



Number o£ Questions Asked che 
Following Respondenc Groups 

T P A S 



10 


10 


10 


3 


11 


11 


11 


10 


8 


5 


9 


1 


5 


2 


6 


0 



6 


4 


6 


5 


6 


6 


6 


6 


5 


4 


5 


0 


5 


5 


5 


5 


4 


3 


4 


t 


6 


5 


6 


3 


2 


1 


2 


0 


3 


2' 


3 


3 


6 


5 


6 


6 


7 


7 


7 


6 


4 


1 


5 


0 


8 


6 


8 


1 


7 


6 


8 


1 


8 


7 


8 


2 


6 


0 


0 


0 



TOTAL 



117 



90 115 



53 



*Code for respondenCSJ 



T = Teachers 

P = Parencs and Community Members 
A 3 Administracors 
S ^ Studencs 
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43 



BEST COPY AVAILABLE 



SANK OROEaWG OF FUNCTIONS 
•V <Y<TF>I TOTAL 
PMORITY N££0 INDICES 


SYSTEM 


TEACHErtS 


PA 


■.n 


in 

AU 


d \ 


TOTAL 




S^ 


CE 


EL 


SE 


VE 


AC 




7. 23 


7.89 




7 




7 88 


7.75 


8.69 


7.79 


1.64 


5.39 


6.49 




7.03 


7.83 


7 .99 




7 7H 


i 72 


7.54 


10.84 


4.87 


3.29 


3.15 






7.02 


8.13 


7.06 


6.28 


S.6I 


7 Q< 
/ .93 


fl 14 
0 . 


to k] 


5.89 


5.15 


5.41 


— 


0*f»«Mn«l n«v«laflfltnt 0^ the Studtfit 


9.38 


7.5fc 


6.39 


7.66 


5.42 


6.99 


5.18 


6.09 


6.78 


6.85 


5.90 


4.78 




6.23 


6.82 


5.82 


5.86 


6.19 


^.94 


7.40 


6.81 


— 


— 


— 


— 




5.87 


7.01 


..96 


5.66 


4,25 


6.16 


7.45 


1.97 


S.57 


S.37 


4.63 


4.88 


CAurt^^an^\ ProdriMS'Stcondirv 


5.96 


6.09 


■fc.93 


6.87 


6.03 


5.50 


3 .9a 




5.88 


5.76 


5.34 


3.84 


Auxiliary Strvicn and Support Staff 


5.57 


6.91 


5.01 


6.19 


6.56 


6.16 


4.98 


Q . JO 


5.63 


4.96 


5.03 


4.07 


Tm^rhmr ^iluts and Cxptctations 


5.56 


6.(^2 


fc.fci 


5,72 


4.34 


5.59 


4.79 


6.76 


6.12 


5.16 


6.48 


4.64 


CaaBunlcations/Public Rtlatians 


5.29 


5.76 


6. 26 


4.71 


5.06 


5.03 


5.00 


5.93 


5.76 


6.60 


2.85 


5.2: 


Educationil Proqpi^s-Slt'tntipy 


5.21 


5.86 


5.0s 


5.3i 


4.50 




Q . A9 


6i22 


4.91 


S.30 


4.47 


3.2c 


01sciglin« 


fc.97 


5.81 


fc.63 


4.48 


4.30 


5.96 


6.64 


5.6S 


4.67 


5.75 


3.51 


2.9c 


Schaol floard 


-fc.95 . 


5.26 


b.lC 


5.6:: 


5.52 


5.18 


4.73 


•►.51 


6.07 


5.29 


2.32 


5.07 


Ststt ind F«dtPiIIy Fundtd Progrm 


b.87 


6.8: 


5.9! 


5.7i 


5.48 


5.40 


3.32 


7.12 


4.08 


1.52 


3.24 




educationil Ppogrs«>-AduIt t Cont. £d. 


(^.86 


fc.2! 


3.3( 


5.2c 


5.13 


3.58 


6.43 


6.7fc 


3.58 


2.92 


5.36 




G«n«ril Adainistration 


fc.73 


5.2' 


b.3( 


! 5.31 


H 4.6C 


) 4.91 


5.85 


i».68 


4.95 


4.69 


{3.3s 


3.9c 


Kmaflina FjcxIitieJ and fl«JouPCM 


k.ii 1 5.11 


I 3.8! 


5 5.61 


s 4.9: 


^ 5.41 


4.65 




4.68 


3.92 


3.47 


4.8? 


EducaCional Ppoapa«s-So»ciaI Education 


'►.56 is.ga 






1 5.33 






4.91 L75 


3.43 


3.94 


4.08 


Pull lilt ton. Teitind and Rtstarch 


t.'.? '5.2: 


! i^.o; 


i k.uo 3.9^ 


U.Sl 


4.5a 


4.53 


5.27 15.16 13.41 


i 3.32 


Averaae 'or All functions 5'53 S.3( 


J 5.2( 


i 5c90 5.3« 


. 5.93 


5.3Q 


6.55 


5.40 I4.90 '.4.23 





.I.A. - .I0C Agolicaols 



•Irsucs Police: 

• aoecial £ducic:cn tiachtrs in district 'auiiding Isvel arogras. 

• Sseciai Education :sichtrs ac Millac Ctnzir ana ail csuncy— ids service locacicr.s 

(t.a.. Holland Avenut and lar'y Childhcad* etc.). 

• Coaoeilsacsr/ Cducacion tiicners (i.t.. Chaoctr I. -irticle 3. State SiUngual. Micr: 

and 3illngual VH). 

• 'ileaenca'^y t«achert. 

• Secondary tsacners- 

» .'ocacional -ducacion tsachcr? ac the Averill Career Ossortuaicias Ceftcer. 

• icuit iducaticn ana ASc tiacntrs. 

- Parents with scudents attendina the Saainaw ?udlic Schools. 
» Cosaunity aecssers ft-: included in parent citeccry above. 36 

• icai-istracors ana ae-;r?ea professional/ tecr.nitai staff aeacers. 



CE 

.*E 
—I. 



.P-Not. . ^^ST COPY AVAILABLE 

COMBINED GROUPS . 
AVERAGE "DESIRED- AND -ACTUAL- RESPONSES !J^J<:|;o;|;;::°!:f ••'^^ 
SURVEY RANKED ACCORDING TO FUNCTION rROM HIGHES v 
LOWEST =«.:ORITY SEED INDEX— SPRING. 1933. 



FUNCTION 



Ptrsonn«l 



Labor RtUcions 
Scaff Dcvtl opmcnc 
Personal Dtv«lopm«nc o £ ch* Scudanc 
Library/Madia Canctr 
Leadership by Princtpa 
Educacional Programs — Secondary 
Auxiliary Services & Support Scaff 



Rank 

1 



2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 



Desired 

4.75 



Teacher Values & Expectations 
Cownuntcattons /Public Relations 
Educational Programs — Elementary 
Discipline 
School Board 



9- 

10 
11 
12 
13 



4.71 
4.70 
4.67 
4.74 
•4.63 
4.67 
4.66 



Accual 
3.22 



4.74 

4.66 
4.68 
4.69 
4.62 



3.23 
3.21 
3.31 
3.43 
3.37 
3.46 
3.47 



Need 

Index 

1.53 



3.57 

3.53 
3.57 
3.64 
3.55 



1.48 
1.49 
1.36 
1.32 
1.27 
1.21 
1.19 



Priority 
H««d Index 

7.25 



1.17 

1.14 
1.11 
1.06 
1.07 



7.03 
7.02 
6.38 
6.23 
5.87 
5.66 
5.57 



5.56 

5.29 
5.21 
4.97 
4.95 



State & Federally Funded Programs 


14 


4.65 


3.62 


1.03 


4.87 


Educational Programs — Adult & Cont. Educ. 


15 


4.73 


3.70 


1.03 


4.86 


General Administration 


16 


4.53 


3.54 


1.03 


4.73 


Managing Facilities & Resources 


17 


4.65 


3.65 


1.00 


4.65 


Educacional Programs— Special Education 


18 


4.71 


3.74 


0.96 1 4.56 

1 


Evaluation, Testing & Research 


19 


4.61 


1 3.63 


0.97 


1 4.47 


Average For All Funczion 




4.68 


3.50 


1.18 j 5.53 



37 



ERIC 
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BEST COPY AVAILABLE 



APPENDIX F 

ELEMENTARY TEACHERS (EL) r^^umrv 
LOWEST PRIORITY NEED INDEX-SPRING, 1985. 



FUNCTION 


Elank 


Dtslrea 




Need 

Index*" 


Prioricy 
N«td Ind«x 


Labor Relacions i 


1 


4.80 




1 62 


7.76 


Auxiliary Services & Support Staff 


2 


4. 74 


J • JO 


1 38 

L . ^ W 


6.36 


Personnel 


3 


4.79 


1 4^ 


1.37 


6.3^ 


Library/Media Center 


4 


4.77 


'\ 48 


1 .30 


6.19 


Educational Programs— Secondary 


5 


/ ^ A 

4.74 


T 47 


U27 


6.03 " 


Staff Development 


6 


4. 11 


54 


I.l9 


5.61 


School Board 


7 


A 7*5 
u. 7^ 




1.17 


3.32 


Scace & Federally Funded Programs 


8 


4.76 


J .01 




5.<k8 


Personal Development of the Student 




4.73 




1 15 


5.^2 


Educational Programs— Special Education 


10 


4.81 


J • / u 


1 1 1 


5.33 


Educa t iona I Programs— Adult & Cont^ Educ> 


11 


4.78 


3 • 70 


1 nfl 

i . VJO 


5.13 


Communications/Public Relacions 


12 


4.75 


1 J • 00 


t 07 


5.06 


Managing Facilities & Resources 


13 


4 74 


3.69 


r.o^ 


^.93 


General Administration 




4 An 


3*67 


0.99 


^.60 


Educational Programs— E^ ementary 


15 


^.75 


3.80 


0.95 


4.50 


teacher Values & Expectations 


16 




3.95 


0.90 


4.34 


Discipline 


17 


^.82 


3.93 


0.89 


4.30 


Leadership by Principals 


18 




3.85 


0.90 


4.25 


Evaluation, Testing & Research 






3.88 


0.82 


3.88 


Average For All Function 


i 


a. 76 


1 3.63 


1.12 


1 5.34 



ERIC 
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APPENDIX G 
SECONDARY TEACHERS (SE) 
AVERAGE "DESIRED.. AND "ACTUAL" RESPONSES !° ^CHOOL--COMMUNm 
SURVEY RANKED ACCORDING TO FUNCTION FROM HIGHEST TO 
LOWEST PRIORITY NEED INDEX-SPRING. 1985. 




APPENDIX H 
COMPENSATORY EDUCATION TEACHERS (CE) 
AVFPArP .-DPSriED" AND "ACTUAL" RESPONSES TO SCHOOL-COMMUNITY 
"''""survey rI^d1?C0^ING to FUNCTION FROM HIGHEST TO 
LOWEST PRIORITY NEED INDEX-SPRING, 1985. 




Average For All Funcclon 



ERIC 



40 

48 



APPENDIX I . 
CPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHERS (SM^' 
.urp.rF "^C-l^isl'' RESPONSES TO SCHOOL-COMMUNITY 

' '^s5rv?Y RS^DlLfniNG TO FUNCTION FROM HIGHEST TO 
LOWEST PRIORITY NEED INDEX-SPRING, 1985. 



FUNCTION ' 


fUnk 


Desired 


Actual 


Netd' 
Index 


Priocicy 
Need Index 


Scaff Development 


1 


4.74 


3.03 


1.72 


8.13 


Personnel . — 


2 


4.80 


3.16 


1.64 


7.86 


Labor Relations 


3 


4.77 


3.13 


1.64 


7.83 


Personal Developmenc o£ che Scudenc 


4 


4.72 


3.12 


1.60 


7.54 


Leadership by Principals 


5 


4.74 


3.26 


1.48 


7.01 


Scace 4 Federally Funded Programs 


6 


4.76 


3.33 


1.43 


6.83 


Library/Media Cancer 




4.76 


3.33 


1.43 


6.82 


Auxiliary Services & Support Scaff 


8 


4.74 


3.35 


1.40 


6.61 


Teacher Values & Expeccacions 




4.84 


3.51 


1.33 ' 


6.42 


Educacional Programs— Secondary 


10 


4.72 


3.43 


1.29 


6.09 


Educational Programs— Special Educacion 


11 


4.88 


3.66 


1.22 


5.96 


Educacional Programs— Elemencary 


12 


4.70 


1 3,46 


1.25 


5.86 


Discipline 


13 


4.78" 


3.57 


1.22 


5.81 


Comnunicacions/Public Relacions 


14 


4.74 


3.53 


1.22 


5.76 


School Board 


15 


4.64 


3.51 


1.14 


5.28 


General Adminiscration 


16 


4.63 


3.50 


1.13 


5.24 


Evaluacion, Tescing & Research ^ 


17 


4.71 


3.60 


1.11 


5.23 


Managing Facilicias & Resources 


18 


4.67 


3.57 


1.10 


5.16 


Educacional Programs— Adulc & Cone. Educ. 


19 


4.78 


3.89 


0.39 


4.28 


Average For All Function 


1 


1 4.74 


3.42 


1.33 


1 6.30 



ERIC 



'.Sl » special education ceachers based in (or serving) a r. yiUr educacion building 
including supporc services of social work and school psychologists. 
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APPENDIX J 
loS^T PRIORITY NEED INDEX-SPRING. 1985. 



FUNCTION 



Prloricy 
Nttd Index 



Labor Relacions 




Educa ctonal Programs— Special Education 
Manag i ng FactUctes & Resources 
Educacional Programs-AduU & Cone. Educ.| 19 



0 

ERIC 



*S2 . special educacion ceachers based Ln a specialized cancer (e.g. Millec. Holland Ave., 
and Early Childhood).- 



42 



50 



APPENDIX K 
VOCATIONAL EDUCATION TEACHERS (VE)* 
.uroirr ..nF«;T<*ED" AND "ACTUAL" RESPONSES TO SCHOOL— COMMUNITY 
' sSrVEY^N^D ACCORDING TO FUNCTION FROM HIGHEST TO 
LOWEST PRIORITY NEED INDEX-SPRING. 1985. 




Average For All Funccion 
*VE » Teaching scaff ac che Averill Career Oppoccunicies Cancer. 



43 



ERIC 



51 



APPENDIX L 

ADULT EDUCATION TEACHERS (AE)* IMMUNITY 
loS^PRIORlTY NEED INDEX-SPRING. 1985. 




Library/Media Cenccr 
Teacher Values & Expeccaclons 
Educac ional Programs-Adult & Cone. Educ 
Personal D«velopm«nc of che Scudenc 



Educacional Programs— S econdary 
Auxiliary Services i Support Scafc 
Educacional Programs— Elemencary 



Camuni 



Educati onal Programs— Special Education 
General Administration 



Average 



Function 



..E . T^aCins .c.££ =£ ch. Adult, AduU B«ic. and Conclnuins EducaUon Program , 



ERIC 
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52 



APPENDIX M 

'""^ LSfsf ?!II0R1-CY NEED INDEX-SPRING. 1985. 




» Paretics having 



ERIC 



aving children o£ school age or younger in cheir household. 

^5 

53 



APPENDIX N 

LOWEST PSIORm MEED INDEX-SPRING, 1985. 




Av«rage For ALL Funcclon 



wCM » Non-pacenc conmunLcy member. 



ERIC 



46 



BEST COPY AVAILABLE 
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APPENDIX 0 
LSJ^PRlOam NEED INDEX-SPRING. 1985. 



Prioricy 
N««4 Xnd«x 




Av«rag« For All Funccion 



*AD . Adminiscracors and Degreed Processional. 'Technical Scaff Members. 



47 



ERIC 
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APPENDIX J 
M»^Z^?in^«^<;\oNSES TO SCHOOL-COMMUNm 

LOWEST PRIORITY NEED INDEX— SPRING. 


• 


FUNCTION ' 






Accual 


N««d 

Ind«x 


Prioticy 
N««d XndAX 




I 


a. 55 


3.13 


1.43 


6.49 


Personnel 

— < /••^ r < nn< /Pub I Lc Reliitions 


2 


4.08 


2.80 


1.23 


5.23 




3 


a.22 


3.01 


■I . 20 


5.07 


bcnooL doalu — > 
M.j«o«ina Facilities fli Resourcts 




a.39 


3-28 


i 1. 11 


4.89 


Leadership by Principals [ 


5 


a. 24 


3.09 1 


1.15 


4.88 


Personal Developrntnc o£ che Scudenc 


6 


4.27 


3.15 


1.12 

1 


4.78 


teacher Values & Expectations 


7 


4.42 


3.37 


1.05 1 


4.64 


Educational Projrans-Special Education | 


8 


4,40 


3.48 


0.93 


4,08 


\utiliarv Services & Support Staff 




4.49 


3,58 


0.91 


4.07 


General Administration 


10 


4.29 


3.36 


0.93 


3.99 


Educational Programs-Secondary 


11 


4.39 


3.52 


0.87 


3.84 


Evaluation, Testing & Research 


12 


4.18 


3.27 


0.91 


3.82 


Educational Programs-Elementary 


13 


4.46 


3.75 


0.72 


3.20 


Discipline 




4.26 


3.56 


0.70 


2.99 












1 












1 

t 












1 
















n 






1 




Average For All Funccion 




1 4.33 


1 3.31 


1 1.02 


1 4.43 


*St . High school studencs in grad.s 10. 11, and 12. ^^^^ ^^^^ AVAILABLE ' 
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BEST COPY AVAILABLE 

APPEHDIX Q 



SYSTEN-WOE RESPONSES TO SCHOOL-COMHUNITY SURVEY INOICATUG RAUK BY 
FUNCTION ACCORDING TO PRIORITY NEED INDEX (HIGHEST - 1, ttc.) 

SPRING, 198S. 





AVERAGE PRIORITY NEED INDEX 


Function 
Rank for 
Syatf« 
Total 




TEACHERS 


PA 


zn 


AO 


ST 


Syttit 

Total 


Qutw^v.ions by Function 






CE 


EL 


SE 


VE 




FUNCTION: 

EDUCATIONAL PfiOGRAHS— ELE- 


5.86 


5.05 


5.34 


4.50 


6.18 


6.29 


6.22 


4.91 


5.30 


4.47 


3.20 


5.21 


11 


1. Our tlt«tntary schools do a 
good job of ttaching basic skills. 


6.93 


4.74 


5.61 


4.50 


8.26 


6.43 


8.33 


5.48 


6.44 


5.30 


3.79 


5.98 




2. Th« public is satisfitd with 
acadtiic achitvtMtnt in tht tic- 
■tntary schools. 


7.26 


5.56 


8.27 


6.21 


7.49 


7.67 


6.90 


7.16 


6.18 


5.70 


— 


6.84 


3. Eltmntary coursts of instruc- 
tion are revistd frcqutntly to 
ketp thta currtnt. 


6.67 


4.81 


4.30 


4.33 


5.90 


7.65 


5.66 


5.14 


4.84 


3.60 




5.29 


^. Eltaentary ttachtrs give addi- 
tional help to students having 
difficulty. 


6.28 


5.60 


5.20 


3.90 


6.16 


4.98 


8.15 


6.82 


6.33 


5.25 


3.65 


5.67 


5. Eleaentary homework is regu- 
larly assigned and checked. 


^.90 


6.40 


5.03 


3.39 


4.51 


9.12 


3.46 


3.53 


4.20 


4.72 


2.23 


4.68 


6. ProBotion at the elementary 
ItvftI is based on achievesent 
rather than tiie spent in the 
classrooM. 


4.37 


4.75 


4.10 


4.16 


7.06 


5.89 


8.50 


4.94 


6.47 


4.60 




5.49 





♦Groups polled: ■ 

• Special education ttachers in district building level program. 
S^ • Special education teachers at Millet Center and all county-wide service locations 

(e.g., Holland Avenut and Early Childhood, etc.)« 
CE • Co«pensato;-y education teachers (i.e.. Chapter U Article 3, State Bilingual, Migrant 

and Bilingual VII). 
EL m Elesentary teachers. 
S£ « Secondary teachers. 

VE ■ Vocational education teachers at the Averill Career Opportunities Center. 
A£ ■ Adult Education and A8E teachers. 

PA - Parents ylch students attending the Saginaw Public Schools. 
CM • Coitunity seabers flot included in parent category above. 
AO • Administrators and degreed professional/technical staff aeabers, 
ST • High school students^ 
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SYSTEM-«IOE RESPONSES TO SCHOOL-CONMUNITY SURVEY IHOICATING RANK BY 
FUNCTION ACCORDING TO PRIORITY NEED INDEX (HIGHEST - I, ttc.) 

SPRING, 198S. 





AVERAGE PRIORITY NEED I 


NOEX 






Function 
Rank for 
Syetei 
Total 




TEACHERS 




rA 


C» 


in 


ST 


Syste« 

Total 


Qutstions by Function 


s^ 


s^ 


CE 


EL 


SE 


VE 


At 


7. Hore capable students art 
challtngtd at tht tU««ntary 
Itvtl by itans of a gifttd and 
taltnttd progra«. 


2.88 




^.23 


3.61 


3.76 


3.67 


3.17 ' 


3.3f^ 


3.73 


2.13 




3.30 




8. ElcMntary rtport cards givt 
parents a clear understanding of 
their child's progress. 


7.04 


c in 


7 on 


S 7 1 
3* / I 


6 33 


5.56 


5.71 


4.42 


5.21 


4.06 


— 


5.65 


9. EleMntary parent teacher 
conferences give parents a clear 
understanding of their child's 
progress. 


«^.76 


4.03 


3.28 


3.08 


4.43 


4.64 


3.15 


3.13 




3.19 


— 


3.75 


10. Pro«otion standards at the 
elc«entary level are understood. 


7.80 


6.92 


6.28 


5.12 


8.09 


7.20 


9.44 


5.25 


5.88 


6.29 


— 


o.9o 


FUNCTION: 

EDUCATIONAL PROGRAHS— SEC. 


6.09 


4.93 


5.87 


6.03 


5.50 


5.52 


6.47 


5.88 


5.76 


5.34 


3.84 


5.66 


7 


11. Our secondary schools do a 
good job of teaching basic 
skills. 


6.61 


5.53 


8.01 


7.36 


6.73 


10.04 


8.42 


6.77 


7.56 






7.07 




12. Homework for secondary stu- 
dents is regularly assigned and 
checked. 


(^.80 


2.58 


6.98 


5.59 


3.54 


6.08 


5.94 


5.21 


5.25 


5.90 


2.36 


4.94 


13. Promotion in secondary 
schools is based on achievesenc 
rather ^han tiae spent itr the 
classrooa. 


6.52 


6.89 


7.61 


7.39 


6.49 


8.42 


8.64 


6.15 


5 5.6i 


5.07 


3.82 


6.70 




K. The public is satisfied with 
acadesic achievenent in the 
secondary schools. 


8.19 


8.40 


9.78 


7.83 


7.07 


7.84 


10.4 


E 8.1( 


) 7.85 


7.25 




8.28 




15. The Averill Career Opportu- 
nities Center provides ^^u^lity 
vocational instruction for secor 
dary students. 


3.66 

- 


1.30 


3.13 


3.2: 


I 3.6C 


3.25 


3.7e 


) 2.7 


5 3.0 


I 2.51 


2.38 


3.01 
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SYSTEH-«IOE RESPONSES TO SCHOOL-COHHUNITY SURVEY IHOICATING RAUK 8Y 
FUNCTION ACCOflOING TO PRIORITY NEED INDEX (HIGHEST ■ 1, ttc.) 

SPRING, 1985. 





AVERAGE PRIORITY NEED 11 


lOEX 








Function 
Rank for 
Systei 
Total 




TEACHERS 


PA 


CM 


AO 


ST 


Systta 

Total 


QufStions by Function 






C£ 


EL 


SE 


VE 


AE 


Ifi niir stcondmrv schools orovidl 
adtquate prtipirition forcolltgt* 


6.53 ! 


3.44 i 


).12 


6.69 


5.61 


5.68 i 


).74 


6.74 


0. 00 






6.23 




17. Stcondiry teachtrs give addi- 
f^nnal hftln to studtnts hivino 
difficulty. 


7.53 


3.55 ^ 


).58 


8.85 


5.49 


6.29 ( 


3.04 


8.36 


7.30 


8.70 


5.58 


7.66 


18. Tht acre capable students are 
/•hantnnftH at tht secondarv 
level by aeins of a gifted and 
talented prograa. 




0.98 


♦ .46 


3.48 


5.43 


1.88 


3.02 


4.41 


4.58 


2.72 

» 


2.62 


3.46 


10 Hrsrliish^nn r#f1ulrfiBtntS fOP 

secondary education are under- 
stood. 


4.58 


3.62 


5.06 


4.00 


4.60 


5.41 


4.18 


4.72 


4.91 


3.82 


3.09 


4.?6 


tion are revised frequently to 
keep thea current. 


7.83 


6.20 


6.88 


5.96 


6.13 


4.57 


7.42 


5.39 


5.67 


5.10 


4.95 


6.01 


7\ Our secondarv schools orovidc 
courses and "hands on" experience 
that deal with coaputers. 


6.23 


4.78 


5.96 


5.81 


5.66 


1.41 


4.62 


6.08 


3.58 


5.88 


4.67 


4.97 


eOUCAtlOHAL PROGRAMS- 
SPECIAL eOUCATIOH 


5.96 


3.96 


5.48 


5.33 


4.43 


3.84 


4.91 


4.75 


3.43 


3.94 


4.08 


4.56 


18 


Our school district provides 
special instructional prograas 
for handicapped students.. 


2.93 


1.58 


2.75 


1.86 


2.15 


1.67 


3.83 


3.13 


3.01 


1.34 


4.08 


2.57 




23. Parents of special education 
children are inforaed of their 
rights. 


4.16 


1.81 


2.83 


2.99 


4.14 


2.51 


4.05 


4.8G 


2.82 


1.67 




^ to 

J. lo 




2^. The Millet Special Education 
Center provides quality services 
for the severely handicapped. 


3.27 


2.17 


2.13 


1.56 


1.74 


0.87 


1.99 


2.5e 


i 1.02 


1.79 




1.92 




25. Special education teachers 
give additional help to students 
having difficulty. 


3.92 


2*39 


3.97 


3.88 


4.20 


3.52 


\ 2.2C 


— 




4.19 




3.53 
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SYSTE«-«IOE RESPOHSES TO SCHOOL-COMMUNITY SURVEY IMOICATMG RANK 8Y 
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AVERAGE PRIORITY MEED IMEX 






Function 
Rink for 
Syitei 
Total 




TEACHERS 




PA 


CM 


AO 


ST 


Syttei • 

Total 


Qutstions by Function 


S^ 


2 

S^ 


CE 


EL 


SE 


VE 


AE 


28. Th« sptcial •ducition coursts 
are Ytvistd frtqutntly to kttp 
the« currtnt. 


7.26 ^ 


►.51 


4.48 


5.11 ^ 


♦.10 : 


1.29 


4.51 


— 




3.97 




4.65 




21. Sptcial •ducation «xtra- 
curricular activititt art avail- 
ablt for students who vish to 
participate in the«. 




















3.70 




3.70 


28, The special education student 
nrnnress rtDortinQ □roc<^dure 
gives parents a clear understand- 
ing of their child's progress. 


7.33 


5.46 


6.88 


5.02 


3.07 


Q.ZZ 


2.18 


— 


— 


4.72 




5.36 


7Q School DSvchoIoQists are 
available to aeet the needs of 
special students. 


9.15 


6.64 


9.22 


9.59 


7.02 


5.46 


10.06 


6.45 


4.71 


4,77 




7.31 


30, Social workers are available 
to Meet the needs of students 
who are having behavior or ad- 
justaent probleas. 


9.59 


7,07 


11.57 


12.43 


6.66 


6.86 


10.28 


6.65 


5.31 


9.08 




8.55 


FUNCTION: 

EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS— AQUIT Z 
CONTINUING EDUCATION 


4.28 


3.38 


5.20 


5.13 


5.58 


6.43 


6.7^. 


3.58 


2.92 


5.36 


— 


4.86 


15 


31. Our adult and continuing edu- 
cation prograas do a good job of 
leeting the needs of adult 
learners. 


H«UO 


J . ill 








5. 10 


6.8E 


3.31 


2.45 


4.63 




4.41 
- 




32. Graduation standards for 
adult students are understood. 


4.37 


3.08 


4.26 


4.95 


4.24 


4.78 


5.6( 


) 3.3e 


1 3.42 


4.97 




4.36 




" 33. Promotion at the adult and 
continuing education level is 
based on acade«ic achieve«ent 
rather than tiie spent in classc 


4.25 

s 


3.64 


4.3J 


) 6.13 


5.76 


6.75 


6.8 


3 — 




6.01 




5.48 




34. The adult and continuing edu 
cation courses of instruction ar 
revised frequently enough to kee 
the« current. 


H.36 
P 


0.7S 


5.1 

1 


7 5.2e 


) 6.52 


S.13 

1 


6.1 


9 — 


," 


4.7C 


— 

1 


4.95 
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AVERAGE PRIORITY NEED I 


ROEX 






Function 
Rank for 
Syttei 

Totxl 


Qutstiont by Function 


TEACHERS 


PA 


ON 


AO 


ST 


Systet 

Total 


S 


S 


CE 


r*l 

EL 


St 


ft 




35. Adult and continuing •duca- 
tion counttlors work cloitly with 
studtnts in planning thtir pro- 
graiis. 


















- 


5.65 


. - 


5.65 




36. Our adult tducation prograis 
accurattly placts Uarntrs so 
thty can takt satisfactory pro- 
gress. 


3.84 


4.16 


7.45 


5.38 


7.58 


9.53 


8.09 


— 


— 


6.17 


— 


6.52 


FUNCTION: 

LEADERSHIP 8Y PRINCIPACS 


7.01 


4.96 


5.66 


4.25 


6.16 


7.45 


8.67 


5.5: 


5,37 


4.63 




5.87 


6 


37. Tht principal is the instruc- 
tional leader. 


7.83 


6. 14 


6.11 


4.68 


7.50 


7.73 


8.33 


4.38 


4.66 


5.05 


3.72 


6.01 




38. The school's goals and objec- 
tives are understood. 


7.35 


5.08 


6.13 


4.65 


6.67 


8.17 


6.48 


5.76 


5.79 


5.29 


4.72 


6.00 


39. The principal coi«unicates 
effectively* 


7.27 


4.88 


6.47 


5.07 


6.34 


11.08 


8.24 


6.10 


5.72 


4.89 


4.15 


6.38 


t*Q. Our principal «akes Frequent 
classrooi observations to Moni- 
tor instruction. 


7.90 


6.56 


6.05 


3.67 


6.11 


6.25 


11.95 






5.58 


6.93 


6.78 


The principal works to gain 
coiRunity support. 


4.54 


1.62 


4.49 


3.39 


3.22 


3.16 


7.13 


6.09 


5.42 


3.05 


4.73 


4.26 


42. Our principal prosotes 
aethods that are known to create 
effective schools. 


7.17 


5.33 


4.73 


4.0o 


7. 12 


8* 56 


n on 

9.89 






3.92 




6.35 




FUNCTION: 

NANA6ING FACILITIES ANO 
RESOURCES 


5.16 


3.85 


5.68 


^.93 


5.41 


4.65 


4.47 


4.68 


3.92 


3.47 


4.89 


4.65 


17 


43. School buildings are well 
aaintainod. 


7.78 


(^.42 


8.10 


7.33 


7.81 


4.03 


4.72 


5.63 


5.51 


5.31 


5.72 


6.03 




44. School facilities are avail- 
able to students and the public 
at tiies other than the regular 
school hours. 


2.25 


2.39 


3.85 


2.56 


2.89 


3.12 


4.28 


3.58 


2.72 


. 2.35 


4.39 


3.17 
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SYSTEM-«IOE RESPOHSES TO SCHOOL-COHNUNITY SURVEY INOICATIfIG RANK 8Y 
FUMCTION ACCORDING TO PRIORITY NEED IMOEX {HIGHEST - 1, ttcj 
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Outstions by Function 

45. Our school systc« providts 
currtnt ttxtbooks For studtnt 



ust. 



46. Our schools aakt avaiUble 
to students a good lunch pro- 
gram. 



47. Our school district takis 
stips to ensurt energy conser- 
vation* 

48. Our school buildings provide 
a safe environ«ent for staff and 
students 



FUNCTION : 

LABOR RELATIONS 

49. Our schools have a fair sal 
ary schedule For all employee 
classifications. 



50. The Fringe benefits for all 
esployees are reasonable* 



AVERAGE PRIORITY NEED INDEX 



TEACHERS 



.1 J 



56 5.81 



CE 



4.29 



.01 3.89 



3.63 3.57 



6.05 3.07 



7.83 7.98 



6.98 7.71 



5.87 5.08 



6.39 



5.14 



6.44 



EL 



4.00 



5.79 



3.68 



6.44 



SE 



5.34 



4.93 



4.49 



7.28 



V£ 



8.03 



4.51 



3.81 



4.49 



8.34 



7.58 



7.75 



6.48 



7.03 



6.62 



51. Our school syste« keeps the 
public inforaed about labor re- 
lations issues affecting the 
schools. 



6.72 7.81 



52. Our school syste« ne^atiates 
with unions in a fair and equi- 
table Manner. 



53. Euployee grievances are han- 
dled in a professional «anner. 



FUNCTION: 



AUXILIARY SERVICES t STAFF 
SUPPORT 



10.47^10.5410.83 



9.19 8.78 



6.61 5.01 



54. Counselor: are available to 
each student in our secondary 
schools. 



ERLC 



5.91 



4.35 



,65 



8.59 



6.19 



7.02 



8.72 



7.47 



6.52 



8.23 



10.6C11.5 



8.08 



9.84 



6.56 



7.18 



5.91 



6.16 



6.15 




54 



06 



5.31 



6.93 



10 



86 ^^.77 



15 4.95 



CM AD ST 



Systii 

Total 



Function 
Rink for 
Systii 
Total 



irM 3.25 3.87 5.03 



1.32 3.51 4.76 4.38 



4.93 3.^^6 



4.94 5.83 



10.82 4.87 



14.55 5.26 



11.74 2.73 



8.^9 5.42 



3.iq 2.99 ^►.70 3.96 



6*70^ 3.44 5.34 5.46 



3.29^ 3.15 



3.23^ 3.73 



7.03 



6.91 



0.48 2.60 



5.40 



5.32U.OI — 6.76 



13.796.09 



8.98 



4.98 



6.01 



5.66 — 



6.30 5.53 



7.1014.75 



4.27 2.50 



9.10 



- 2.37 — 7.75 



4.66 5.03 4.07 5.57 



3.724.77 13.03 5.35 
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AYERA6E PRIORITY NEED INDEX 






Function 
Rank 'for 
Systta 
Total 




TEACHERS 


PA 


CN 


AO 


ST 


Systta 

Total 


Outstiont by function 


I 

S 


A 
S 


CE 


EL 


S£ 


VE 


AE 


55. Htlping tht studtnt to tx- 
plort carttr possibilitits is an 
important part of th« school pro- 
graa. 


7.06 


5.56 i 


>.30 


5.03 


5.47 


6.39 


7.03 


6.22 


5.89 


4.71 


« 

4.78 


5.95 




56, Our schools providt plact- 
tent strvicts to itcondiry stu- 
dents and adult Itarntrs. 


4.58 


3.79 ^ 


♦ .24 


4.66 


3.64 


2.55 


4.10 


4.68 


3.59 


4.29 


3.84 


4.00 


57. Our school district provides 
reaedial instruction to tht lost 
nttdy regular education students. 


7.88 


5.84 


5.08 


7.04 


8.32 


4.06 


6.17 


6.30 


5.65 


9.00 


4.26 


6.02 


58. Support staff (psychologists^ 
social workers, speech thera- 
pists) provide adequate services 
to students who desonstrate a 
need. 


7.71 


5.58 


8.19 


9.26 


7.45 


5.93 


7.14 


6.25 


4.55 


5.74 


4.40 


6.56 


FUNCTION: 

COXMUNICATIONS/PuoLIC 

RELATIONS 


^ 7fi 




4.71 


5.06 


5.03 


5.00 


5.93 


5.76 


6.60 


2.85 


5.23 


5.29 


10 


59. Tht district conducts busi- 
ness in a lanntr that inspires 
public confidtnct. 


8.32 


8.40 


9.02 


8.40 


8.27 


6.54 


9.18 


7.37 


8.21 


4.40 




7.86 




60. Our school syste« providts 
the gentral public ^ith accurate 
reports on its performance. 


7.^.8 


6.83 


6.59 


6.23 


7.59 


4.91 


9.90 


7.56 


7.76 


4.10 


5.23 


6'. 74 


- 


61. Printid copies of clearly 
stated student policies are 
available in all school build- 
ings. 


3.48 


3.79 


1.38 


2.53 


2.08 


5.75 


1.82 


2.24 


3.79 


0.78 


— 


2.76 




62. A district-wide staff news- 
letter is published to keep all 
personnel inforaed. 


3.34 


6.08 


1.90 


3.13 


2.36 


3.02 


2.98 






2.11 




3.12 




FUNCTION: 

EVALUATION, TESTING AND 
RESEARCH 


5.23 


4.05 


4.40 


3.8£ 


\ 4.81 


4.58 


4.58 


5.27 


5.ie 


) 3.41 


3.8: 


I 4.47 


19 



ERIC 
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SYSTEMIOE RESPONSES TO SCHOOL-COMNUMITY SURVF.^' INDICATING RANK BY 
FUNCTION ACCORDING TO PRIORITY NEED INDEX (HIGHEST - I, •tc.) 

SPRING. 1985. 





AVERAGE PRIORITY MEED IHOEX 




Function 
Rink for 
Sy$te« 
Total 




TEACHERS 


PA 


CR 


AD 


ST 


Total 


Qutttions by Function 


A 
S 


-2 

S 


1 


CI 1 


<P 1 

I 




AE 


63. Our district rtguUrly ttJtj ; 
studtnts in tht basic subjtcts. 


J. 77 2 


.94 


2.62 


2.70 


3.56 


3.00 i 


).31 


e^.49 


5.51 


2.65 


2.73 


3.57 




64. Tht district providts tht 
cOMUnity with inforiition about 
tht tfftctivtntss of its schools. 


5.61 5 


).79 


4.44 


5.12 


5.96 


5.17 ( 


3.54 


fi An 


U . *T / 


4.37 




5.63 


65. Instructionil prograi tvaluaJ 
tion is accoiplishtd by coiparind 
actual rtsuits witn tn« 
objtctivts of tht progratr 


6.01 ' 


^.23 


4.66 


3.87 


6.06 


5.68 


5.64 


— 


— 


4.71 


— 


5.11 


66. Test rtsults are shartd with 
students* 


5.55 


4.51 


5.73 


4.37 


3.47 


3.07 


2.29 


3.63 


2.97 


3.52 


2.77 


3.81 


67. The district conducts re- 
starch concerning educational 
issues. 


4.99 


4.03 


4.12 


4.22 


4.55 


6.16 


3.19 




L A1 






4.38 


68. Test results are shared with 
parents. 


5.45 


2.78 


4.81^ 


2.98 


5.20 


4.15 


4.60 


6.09 


5.95 


2.79 


5.74 


4.60 


FUNCTION: 

STATE AND FEDERALLY FUNDED 

none Q A UC 


6.83 


5.98 


5.77 


5.48 


5.40 


3.32 


7.12 


4.08 


1.52 


3.24 


— 


4.87 


14 


69. The district aggressively 
seeks «oney to provide instruc- 
txonai progriis *or s^uaencs 
with specific needs. 


6.48 


3.19 


4.30 


4.3<» 


3.85 


2.32 


4.81 


4.08 


1.52 


2.31 


— 


3.72 




70. Appropriate district "person- 
nel are advised of tht avail- 
ability of outside funds, such 
as state and federal grants, 
special funds, etc. 


7.18 


8.76 


7.26 


6.62 


> 6.97 


4.36 


9.46 






4.15 


— — 


6.84 




FUNCTION: 

PERSONAL OEVELOPHEHT OF THE 
STUDENT 


7.5«» 


6.39 


7.6e 


) 5.4 


2 6.9< 


) 5.1£ 


1 6.69 


6.7J 


\ 6.8 


5 5.9C 


) 4.7 


B 6.38 


L 


71. Our schools provide experi- 
ences for developing responsible 
citizenship. 


|7.7^ 


6.64 


7.4( 


) 5.4 


0 8.1 




\ /.31 


6.2 


7 6.3 


5 5.9 


1 5.2 


5 6.68 





ERIC 
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SYSTEN-MIOE RESPONSES TO SCHOOL-COHHUNITY SURVEY MOICATIIIG RANK BY 
FUNCTION ACCORDING TO PRIORITY NEED INDEX (HIGHEST - 1, itc.) 

SPRING, 1985. 





AVERAGE PRIORITY NEED INDEX 






Function 




TEACHERS 










Systes 

Total 


R»nk for 
Systts 


Qutstions by Function 


s^ 


s^ 


CE 


EL 


SE 


VE 


AE 


PA 


CM 


AO 


ST 


Total 


72. Our schools ttach studtnts 
problt« solving ttchniquts. 


3.62 'i 


r.OO 


n nn 


0 .ou 


A 7 1 
0. / 1 


0 • 


7 * 4 i 


7.29 


6,36 


8.43 


4.36 


7.66 




73. Studtnts havt opportunities 
to work with othtr studtnts of 
$i«iUr and dissi«iUr abilitits 
and interests. 


6.27 < 


► .37 


6.59 


4.31 ' 


4.28 


2.16 


3.76 






3.;?2 


4,24 


4.42 




FUNCTION: 

TEACHER VALUES ANO 
EXPECTATIONS 


6.42 




5.72 


4.34 


5*59 


4.79 


6.76 


6.12 


5.36 


6.43 


4.64 


5.56 


9 


7^. Oer teachers act like they 
believe that all children can 
learn. 


7.45 


5.43 


6.22 


4.63 


6*00 


5.25 


6.00 


6.03 


5.52 


7.49 


3.53 


5.79 




75. Teachers co««unicate effec- 
tively. 


7.55 


6.09 


5.94 


5.49 


6.30 


6.59 


6.34 


6.38 


6.75 


7.66 


5.26 


6.49 




76. Our teachers emphasize active 
student participation in their 
classes. 


5.36 


2.96 


5.33 




4.36 


3.91 


6.93 






5.39 


3.31 


4«7o 




77. Teachers work on accomplish- 
ing the instructional goals and 
objectives for students. 


5.33 


3.22 


4.65 


3.55 


5.36 


4.39 


4,70 


5.59 


5.26 


5.21 


5.06 


4.76 




78. Teachers teach at the cor- 
rect level of difficulty to pro- 
aote student learning. 


7.24 


4.69 


6.92 


4,70 


5.93 


5.91 


9.09 


5.64 


6.33 


6.17 


4.43 


6.10 




79, Our teachers explain and 
deaonstrate rather than just 
assign seat work. 


5*62 


4.03 


5.27 


4.13 


5.14 


2.69 


6.93 


6.45 


5.47 


6.47 


5.73 


5.28 




FUNCTION: 
OISCIPIINE 


5.31 


4.63 


4.73 


4.30 


5.96 


6.64 


5.65 


4,67 


5.75 


3.51 


2.99 


4.97 


12 


30. The school has published 
policies regarding conduct and 
discipline for students. 


3.12 


2.32 


1.75 


1.65 


2.32 


1.71 


1.17 


1.93 


4. 20 


0.30 

1 


l.5«. 


2.09 





ERIC 
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SYSTE«-«OE RESPONSES TO SCHOOUCOMHUHITY SURVEY WOICATIHG RAKK BY 
FUKCTI0» ACCOROIHG TO PRIORITY «E0 INDEX (HIGHEST - I, ttc.) 

SPRING* 1985. 



Qut«tioni by Function 

81, Parents an notifitd of 
disciplint problt«f. 



82. Ad*ini$trator$ support 
ttachtrs in student discipline 
satters* 



AVERAGE PRIORITY NEED I»OEX 



TEACHERS 



7.00 



83. Our schools have good disci' 
pline • 

84. Our Assertive Oiscipline Pro- 
graa provides an effective leans 
to handle discipline problems. 



9.04 



6.58 



85. Teachers motivate students 
by using rewards rather than 
punishiencs. 



86. ClassrooB rules are clearly 
posted in each cla$$roo«. 

FUNCTION: 

STAFF OEVELOPHENT 



6.40 



4.67 



4.96 



7.11 



4.82 



CE 



4.42 



5.47 



EL 



3.82 



5.26 



8.87 



5.00 



7.96 



5.30 



a. 2811. 38 



4.83 



87. Our schools have an effective 
inservice training program for 
ieproving. teaching skills. 



3.49 



8.13 



3.31 



7.06 



9.78 



88. Our school adiinistrators 
are involved in so«e type of pro- 
fessional developaent prograa 



6.21 



89. Hew aesbers of the 8oard of 
Education are given an orienta- 
tion to the operations of the 
school systea. 



90. Teachers are actively in- 
volved in the planning, develop- 
jenc, evaluation and/or selec- 
tion of new teaching «aterials. 



7.07 



9.02 



5.33 



5.12 



98 



3.87 



.95 



.28 



6.09 



2.23 



5.61 



6.28 



6.60 



5.54 



.83 



se VE AE 



23 



.48 



10.58 



04 



.52 



,29 



3.51 



4.95 



5.58 



9.68 



5.71 



5.59 



.88 



7.95 



2.49 



8.34 



5.84 



n 



10.41 



10.24 9.55 



12.03 5.89 5.15 7.12 - 8.11 



8.65 



4.34 



6.54 



5.15 



62 



Function 
Rank for 



PA CN 



Systei Systes 

AO I ST I Total Total 



4.82 5.75 2.99 2.46 4.57 



3.52 4.69 2.05 1.20 5.16 



7. 77k. 39 5.64 5.61 8.52 



6.26 6.03 3.98 — 6.02 



4.73 4.53 te.53 5.64 5.29 



3.62 5.71 I2. 45 1.04 3.35 



5.89 5.15 5.41 — 7.02 



6.90 



5.88 — 6.28 



4.56 — 4.56 



10. 7e 



3.09 



6.09 



ERLC 
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SYSTEH-«IOE RESPONSES TO SCHOOL-CONNUNITY SURVEY INDICATING RANK BY 
FUNCTION ACCORDING TO PRIORITY NEED INDEX (HIGHEST - I, ttc) 

SPRING, 1915. 





kiimt PRIORITY NEED I 


NOEX 








Function 
Rank for 
Syttii 
Total 




TEACHERS 


PA 


C» 


AO 


ST 


Systii 

Totil 


Qutstions by Function 






C£ 


EL 


SE 


YE 


AE 


91. Staff dtvtlopttnt prograii 
are tfftctivtly coordinattd. 


9.50 


8.71 


6.85 


6.97 


9.05 


8.98 1 


)2.00 




— 


6.41 


— 


8.56 




FUNCTIOHt 
PERSONNEL 


7.86 


7/. 15 


7.54 


6.54 


7.86 


7.75 


8.69 


7.79 


6.64 


5.39 


6.49 


7.25 


1 


92. Tht priiary purpost of staff 
tvaluation Ls to Liprovt job 
ptrfor«anct« 


7.89 


6.67 


6.11 


5.55 


8.06 


7.73 


10.51 


6.50 


5.41 


3.79 


— 


6.82 




93. Tht ptrsonntl dtpirtitnt 
hires w«ll prepared teachers. 


7.38 


5.78 


5.94 


5.59 


6.63 


7.49 


8.66 


7.62 


6.82 


5.31 


6.49 


6.71 


94. Teachers £re assigned based 
on their qualifications* 


6.00 


5.54 


7.07 


6.23 


6.18 


5.95 


5.47 


— 




7.18 




6.20 


95. Oisiissal of professional 
esployees is handled in a fair 
and professional tanner. 


7.^5 


5.60 


7.43 


o.oc 


0. 3 J 


U.JO 


7 77 


6.26 


4.44 


3.42 




6.34 


95. Principals are given an 
active role in the selection of 
teachers for their building 
staffs. 


^.81 


3.47 


6.00 


4.42 


5.35 


3.84 


3.64 






7.26 




4.85 


97. Administrators are assigned 
to jobs for which they are qual- 
ified. 


9.06 


9.40 


9.69 


8.05 


8.58 


10.32 


9.04 


7.69 


7; 98 


4.23 




8.40 


98. Our schools do a good job of 
evaluating teachers. 


8.c^2 


9.19 


7.23 


6.28 


8.20 


8.86 


12.80 


9.39 


7-33 


6.35 


— 


8.46 




99* Our schools do a good job of 
evaluating adiinistrators. 


12.11 


11.7 


:10.9: 


i 9.58 


11.4; 


311. 5C 


12.43 


9.27 


7.83 


5.04 




10.19 




FUNCTION: 

GcHERAL AONINISTRATION 




4.38 


5.38 


4.. 60 


4.91 


5.85 


4.6a 


4.95 


4.69 


3.36 


J* 99 


4.73 


16 


IQO. Our superintendent uses sug 
gestions froi his adiinistrutive 
staff, teachers, and coiiunity- 
ic-large to assist in planning 
and decision aaking. 




















4.13 




4.13 
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SYSTEMIOE RESPOMSES TO SCHOOUCOMMUKITY SURVEY INDICATING RANK 8Y 
FUNCTION ACCORDING TO PRIORITY NEED INDEX (HIGHEST • I, ttc.) 

SPRING, 1985. 



OuiJtionf by Function 

lOI. Our budget allows for allo- 
cation of rtsources to achieve 
high priority objectives. 



102. The school budget is pre- 
sented and interpreted to the 
coaaunity . 

103. Adiinistrators seek positive 
solutions to complaints 



10^. Our school district closes 
buildings when enrolUents and 
finances dictate. 



105. Our school syste« «aintains 
an adequate "rainy day" fund. 



106. Research findings are used 
in planning and improving edu- 
cational programs. 

107. Planning is a continuous 
process in our school systca. 



FUNCTION: 

SCHOOL 80AR0 



108. Our school board is a re- 
sponsible governing body. 



AVERAGE PRIORITY NEED INDEX 



TEACHERS 



sM C£ 



IOU.72 7.22 



.19 8.68 9.13 



8.63 5.96 6.75 



2.20 2.9^ 



0.86 2.02 3.47 



6.32^.98 U. 15 



5.0*5 2.40 U,12 



5.28 4.26 5.63 



8.12 6.05 8.10 



EL SE 



39 7.60 



19 8.24 



51 7.77 



52 2.15 



7.67 7.12 



7.14 8.70 6.45 6.52 



11.37^ 8.71 7,48 7.42 



4.72 



5.15 



3.67 - 



Systei 

Total 



.1*59 



7.54 



3.05 I.IO 1.87 1.68 



2.84 0.96 



1.35 -0.9q 4. 56 3.45 



4.08 4.81 



3.03 3.33 



5.52 5.18 



4.73 4.51 6.07 5.29 



6.85 6.88 



109. The agenda of the 8oird of 
Education aeetings provide an 
opportunity for the public to be 
heard. 



5.2e j.30 5.94 



110. the school boarc aeabers 
aake an effort to keep inforaed. 

HI. The school board rates the 
superintendent's performance 
annually* 



8.59 



2.27 



5.49 5.84 



9.70 8.37 



1.71 3.53 



8.35 8.38 



3.08 



2.50 



15 5.72 4.68 4.80 



89 2.98 4.97 4.70 



6.58 6.31 6.33 6,23 



4.64 6.37 5.45 4.62 



1.69 - 



7.43 



Function 
Rank for 
Sy$tt» 
Total 



1.93 



0.38 



4.43 



2.63 3.99 



1.90 



5.01 



3.83 



2.32 5.07 



2.66 5.06 



7.82 



1.47 



6.87 6.54 5.63 



2.21 5.11 4.34 



1.30 



2.98 - 



0.55 



4.95 



6.31 



4.32 



7.32 



2.33 



ERLC 
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SYSTE«.WIOE RESPONSES TO SCHO0UCO«HUNITY SURVEY INOICATI55G RAHK BY 
FUNCTION ACCORDING TO PRIORITY NEED INDEX (HIGHEST - I, ttcJ 

SPRING, I98S. 



Qufstions by Function 



112, Tht school board rtachti 
dtcisions on tht basis of back- 
ground data and input fro« tht 
suptrinttndtnt*s offict. 



AVERAGE PRIORITY NEED INDEX 



TEACHERS 



113. Tht school board works to 
prtstrvt local control of public 
tducation. 



114, School board itabtrs art 
known by tht co««unity. 



lis. Our school board providts 
leadtrship in iteting tht nttds 
of studtnts. 



3.63 



5-94 



7,49 



L22 



CE 



K36 



3.68 



7,22 



6.45 



3.97 



6.02 



8.30 



EL 



i98 



3.37 



6.59 



7.72 



SE 



69 



.24 



.70 



7.65 



VE 



.60 



92 



.52 



,59 



AE 



K 14 



0.56 



6.82 



9.62 



PA 



03 



.51 



1 90 



CM 



97 



AD 



1.46 



1.85 



23 



4.08 



.98 



3.63 



ST 



5.07 



Systta 

Total 



1.58 



3.02 



Function 
Rank for 
Systti 
Total 



6.10 



6.95 



FUNCTION: 

LX8RARY/ME0IA CENTER 



118. Tht school library/atdia 
center serves as a sourct for 
additional instructional 
materials. 



117. The building librarian asks 
For teacher suggestions when 
selecting new materials for the 
library/aedia center. 



118. The library/=edia center 
personnel keep the building staff 
up-to-date regarding available 
lateri^ls. 



119. Materials Found in the 
library/atdia center are appro- 
priate to the studmts served. 



6.82 



5.62 



5.86 



6.19 



4,94 



.40 



6.81 



6.23 



6.42 



3.79 



8.51 



6.43 



8.59 



6.12 



120. Audio visual materials art 
available for classrooa use. 



121. Adequate tiae in the 
library/aedia center is provided 
to students to select laterial. 



5.18 



6.13 



9.96 



5.27 



6.69 



4.79 



5.89 



7.82 



5.81 



6.64 



7.52 



7.36 



4,73 



3.69 



5.01 



5.95 



4.76 10.80 



11.40 



8.01 



7.46 



5.46 



2.09 



7.26 



5.58 



4.28 



8.40 



8.12 



6.17 



4.25 



5.65 



4.92 



4.60 



4.86 



5.63 



4.74 



4.93 



5.72 



^.76 



5.68 



5.41 



61 
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SUNNARY OF HIGH PRIORITY NEEDS 8Y TOTAL SYSTEH AND RESPONDENT GROUPS 



FUNCTION 


Systen . 
Total 


Teachers 


PA 


CN 


AD 


51 


s^ 


S^ 


CE 


EL 


SE 


VE 


AE 


Personnel 


Fq-5 


Fq-6 


Fq-3 


Fq-S 


Fq-2 


Fq-S 


Fq-S 


Fq-8 


Fq-4 


q-4 


q-3 




Labor Relations 


Fa-4 


Fq-4 


Fq-4 


Fq-5 


Fq-3 


Fq-4 


Fq-3 


Fq-4 




F 






Staff Oevelopaent 


Fq.2 


Fq-3 


Fq-2 


q-l 


q-l 


Fq-2 


Fq-3 


Fq-4 






Fq-l 


X 


Personal Oevelopient of the Student 


Fq-l 


q-2 


q-l 


Fq-2 




q-2 


q-l 


q-2 


Fq-l 


Fq-2 


Fq-l 




Teacher Values S Expectations 


F 


q-3 




q-l 








q.4 


Fq-l 


q-l 


Fq-2 




CoMunications/Public Relations 


Fq-2 


q-2 


q-2 


q-l 


q-l 


q-2 




q-2 


q-2 


Fq-2 




,F 


Auxiliary Services S Support Staff 


F 


q-3 




q-2 


Fq-2 


q-2 




q-3 










School Board 


Fq-2 


q-3 


q-2 


q-3 


q-3 


q-3 


q-2 


q-3 


q-2 






F 


Educational Prograns— Secondary 


q-3 


q-3 


q-3 


q-7 


q-4 


q-2 


q-3 


q-6 


q-4 


q-4 


q-2 





Educational Prograas— Elementary 


q-2 


q-4 


q-l 


q-2 




q-4 


q-4 


q-S 


q-2 








General A^isinistration 


q-2 


q-3 


q-l 


q-3 


q-2 


q-3 


q-3 


q-3 


q-l 


q-l 






Leadership by Principals 


q-l 


q-S 








q-2 


q-4 


q-S 








q-l 


Educational Progpais— Special Educ. 


q-2 


q..i 


q-l 


q-3 


q-2 


q-l 


q-l 


q-2 






q-l 




Discipline 


q-l 


q-2 


q-l 


q-l 


q-l 


q-2 


q-3 


q-2 


q-l 


q-l 






Library/Media Center 


q-2 


q-2 


q-l 


q-l 


q-2 




q-3 


q-3 


X 


X 


X 


X 


Educ. Prograas— Adult S Cont. Educ. 








q-l 




q-l 


q-2 


q-3 








Y 
A 


Managing Facilities t Resources 




q-l 




q-l 


q-l 


q-2 


q-l 












State & Federally Funded Prograas 


q-l 


q-l 


q-l 


q-l 




q-l 




q-l 








X 


Evaluation, Testing S Research 






J 11 1": 












q-l 









*<3roups polled: 

• Soecial education teachers in district building level prograa. , , j * ^ c,^l« 

S^ : special education teacher, at Millet Center and all co.nty-ide service location, (e.g.. Holland Avenue and Early 

CE - Co-JelX teachers (i.,.. Chapter X, Article 3. State Bilingual. Migrant and 8iling.al VII). 

EL • Eleaentary teachers. 

SE • Secondary teachers. ^ ^ 

VE . Vocational education teachers at the Averill Career Opportunities Center. 
A£ - Adult Education and ABE teachers, 

PA . Parents with students attending the Saginaw Public Schools. 
CM . Coaaunity aeabers not included in parent category above. 
AO . A<Jainistrator$ and degreed professional/technical staff aeobers. 
ST • High school students. 
CD?r"l Function areas about which no questions were asked of a particular group. 
LNL^ 62 7Q 
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